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Preface 

I 

Since early in the 1970 s, viclinii/alion surveys have 
been carried out under tlic Natit^nal Ciniie Survey 
(NCS) progran\ to provide insight into the impact ot 
crime on American society. As one of the most ambi- 
tious efforts yet undertaken for filling some of the gaps 
in crime data, the surveys, carried out for the VxiW En- 
forcement Assistance Administration (LEA A) by the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, arc supplying the criminal 
justice community with new information on criirke and 
its victims, complementing data resources already on 
hand for purposes of planning, evaluation, and analy- 
sis. Based on representative sampling of households* 
and commercial establishments, the program has had 
two major elements, a continuous national survey and 
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Nation. 

Based on a scientifically designed sample of Incusing 
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a 
twofold purpose: the assessment of public attitudes 
about crime and related matters and the development 
of information on the extent and nature of residents' 
experiences with selected forms of criminal victimi/ii- 
tion. The attitude questions were asked of the occu- 
pants of a random half. of the housing units selected for 
the victimization survey. In order to avoid biasing re- 
spondents' answers to the attitude questions, this part 
of the survey was administered before the victimiza- 
tion questions^ Whereas the attitude questions were 
asked of persons age 16 and over, the vlctimi7iition 
survey applied to individuals age 12 and over. Because 
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal 
opinions and perceptions as of the date of the 
interview, it was not necessary to associate a particular 
time frame with this portion of the survey, even though 
some queries made reference to a period of time pre- 
^ceding the survey. On the other hand, the victimization 
questions referred to a fixed time frame — the 12- 
months preceding the month of interview — and re- 
spondents were asked to recall details concerning their 
cxpcricftccs as victims of one or more of the following 
crimes, whether completed or attempted: rape, per- 
sonal robbery, assault, personal larce/iy^ burglary, 
hpusehold larceny, and mbtof vehicle theft. In addi> 
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi- 
nesses and certain other organizations was gathered by 
means of a victintization survey of commercial estab- 
lishments, conducted separately front the household ' 



survey. A previous publicatii)n. Criminal Mitimiza 
tion Siirvevs in San Diej^o provided compre- 

liensive coverage <>( icsulls fiom both the houseliold 
and commercial victimization surveys. 

Attitudinal information pixrsented in this report was 
obtained from interviews with the occupants of 4,906 
housing units (9 J 25 lesidentsage 16 and over), or 97.7 
l>crcent of the units eligible for interview Results of 
these interviews were inflated by means of a multistage 
weighting procedure to produce estimates applicable 
to all residents age 16 and ovei and to demographic 
and social su|>groups of that popuiatton. Because they 
derived froiki a survey rather than a complete census, 
these cstimaies are subject to samplingerror. They also 
fire subject to response and processing errors. The 
effects of sampling error or variability can be accu- 
rately determined in a^h#cfully designed survey. In this 
report, analytical statements involving comparisons 
I have met the test that the differences cited arc equal to 
or greater than approximately two standard errors; in 
other words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100 that 
tl>e differences did not result solely from sampling 
variability. Estimates based on zero or on about 10 or 
fewer sat^iple cases were considered unreliable and 
were not used in the analysis of survey results. 

The 37 data tables in Appendix I of this report are 
organi:^d in a sequence that generally corresponds )o 
the analytical discussion. Two technical appendixes 
and a glossary follow the data tables: Appendix 11 
consists of a facsimile of the survey questionnaire 
(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 111 supplies information 
on sample design and size, the estimation procedure, 
reliability of estimates, and significafnce testing; it also 
contams standard error tables. 
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Crime and attitudes 

Oiiring the I960's. the President's Coimnission on 
I iifoicenient and Administration of Justice 
observed that *What ■ America does-uboiil crime 
depends ultimately upon how Americans see crime. 
. . . The lines along which the Nation takes s|Kcific 
action against crime will be those that the public be- 
lieves to be the necessiiry ones." Recognition of ihe 
importance of societal perceptions about crime 
prompted the Commission to authorize several public 
opinion surveys on the matter.' In addition to 
measuring the degree of concern over crime, those and 
subsequent surveys provided information on a variety 
of related subjects, such as the manner in which fear of 
crime affects people's lives, circumstancesengendering 
fear for personal safety, members of the population 
relatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and 
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based on a 
sufficiently large sample, moreover, attitude surveys 
can provide a means for examining the influence of 
victimization experiences upon personal outlooks. 
Conducted periodically in the same area, attitude . 
surveys distinguish fluctuations in the degree of public 
concern; conducted under the same procedures in 
different areas, they provide a basis for comparing at ti- 
tudes in two or more localities. With the advent of the 
National Cripfie Survey (NCS) program, it became 
possible to conduct large-scale attitlidinal surveys 
addressing these and other issues, thereby enabling 
individuals to participate in appraising the status of 
public safety in their communities. 

Based on data from^a 1974 attitudinal survey, this 
report analyzes the responses of San Diego residents to 
questions covering four topical areas: crime trends, fear 
of crime* residential problems and lifestyles, and local 
police performance. Certain questions* relating to 
household activities, were asked of only one person per 
household (the ''household respondent"), whereas - 
others were administered to all persons age l6andDver 
('"individual respondents**), including the household 
respondent. Hf suits were obtained for the total 
measured population and for seVeral demographic and 
social subgroups. * 



Tretident^ Coimniuion on Imw Enforcement and Adminiitra- 
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Conceptually, the suivcy incorporated questions 
pertaining to behavior as well as opinion Concerning 
behavior, for example, each respondent for a house- 
hold was asked where its members shopped for food 
and other merchandise, Where they lived before 
moving to the present neighborhood, and how long 
they had lived at that address. Additional (|Viestions 
asked of the household respondent were designed to 
elicit opinions about the neighborhood in general, 
about the rationale for selecting that |>articular com- 
munity and leaving the former residence, and about 
factors that influenced shopping practices. None of the 
questions asked of the household respondent raised 
the subject of crime. Respondents were free to answer 
at will. In contrast, most of the individual attitude 
questions, asked of all household members age 1 6 and 
over, dealt, specifically with matters relating to crime. 
These persons were asked for viewpoints on subjects 
such as crime trends in the local community and in the 
Nation, cl)ances of being personally attacked or 
robbed, neighborhood safety during the day or night, 
the impact of fear of crime on behavior, and the effec- 
tiveness of the local police. For many of these ques- 
tions, response categories were predetermined and 
interviewers were instructed to probe for answers 
matching those on the questionnaire. 

Although the attitude survey has provided a wealth 
of data, the results are opinions. For example, certain 
residents may have perceived crime as a growing threat 
or neighborhood safety as deteriorating, when, in fact, 
crime had declined and neighborhoods had become 
safer. Furthermore, individuals from the same neigh- 
borhood of with similar personal characteristics 
and/ or experiences may have had conflicting opinions 
abc^Ut any given issue. Nevertheless, people's opinions, 
beliefs, and perceptions about crime are important be- 
cause they may influence behavior, briiig about 
changes in certain routine activities, affect household 
security measures, or result in pressures on local 
authorities to improve police services. 

The relationship between victimization experiences 
and attitudes is au'ecurring thtme in the analytical 
section of this report. Information concerning such 
experiences was gathered with separate question- 
naires, Foi'ms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the 
^victimisj^tion component of the survey. Victimization 
survey results appeared in Criminal Victimization Sur- 
veys in San 1977), which also contains a detailed 
description of Xht survey-measured crimes, a discus- 
sion of the limitations of the central city surveys, and 
facsimiles of Forms NCS. 3 and 4. For the purpose of 
this report^ individuals, who were victims ofthc follow- 
ing crimes* whether completed or attempted/ during 
*lhe 12 months prior to the month of the interviev*^were 



considered ''victimized": rape, personal robbeiy. 
a^ault, and personal larceny. Similarly, members of 
households that experienced one or more of thiec types 
of offenses— burghiry, household larceny, and motor 
vehicle thcfl — were categorized as victims. These 

, crimes arc defined in the glossary. Pifrsons who experi- 
enced crimes other than those measured by the pro- 
gram, or who were victimised by any of the relevant 
offenses outside of the li-month reference period, 
were classified as ''not victimized " 1, imitations in- 
herent in the victimization survey — that may have 
affected the accuracy of distinguishmg Victims from 
nonvictims — resulted from the problem of victim re- 
call (the differing ability of respondents to remember 
crimes) and from the phenomenon of telescoping (the 
tendency of some respondents to recount incidents 
occurring outside, usually before, the appropriate time 
frame). Moreover, some crimes were sustained by vic- 

' tims outside of their^ity of rcsidence;-these may have 
had little or no effect in the formation of attitudes 
about local matters. v 

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely 
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed impor- 
tant to explore the possiblity that bc^ng a victim of 
crime, irrespective of thc^level of seriousness or the fre- 
quency of occurrence, has an impact on. behavior and ^ 
attitudes. Adopting a simple dichotomous victimi/a- 
tion experience variable^ victimized and not victim- 
ized -for purposes of -tabulation and analyiis also 
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest 
possible degree of statistical reliability, even at the cost 
of using these broad categories. Ideally, the victim 
category should have distinguished the type or serious- 
ness of crimes^ the recency of the events^ and/ or the 
number of offenses sustained.^ Such a procedure seem- 
ingly would have yielded more refined measures of the 
effects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the 
number of sample cases on which estimates were 
based, however, such a suboategorization of victims 
would have weakened the statistical validity of com- 
parisons between the victims and nonvictims. 



'Survey results^prescntcd in tl|Lis'report^pntain attitudinal data 
furntshcd by ihj? victims of "scries viciimizations*' (see glos^ry). 



Summary 



Although (hrec-loiii ths of (he rcsidcnls o( S^in Dicgo^ 
bchcvcd (hat crime was on ihc use in ihe Nation and ^ 
roughly hall estimated thai their chances ol being 
robbed or attacked had increased. Ihey were less pessi 
mistic in their assessments of other crime-related mat- 
ters. Crime and the fear of crime" moreover, had imide 
no impact on thtf daily routine of most of the city's 
residents. 

Fewer than half as many persons who ihoughl cnme 
was up nationally believed that cnme was on the up 
swing in their own neighborhood. and very few consid- 
ered their place of residence to be more dangerous than 
other vicinities in the metropolitan area. Roughly 7 of 
every 10 felt at least Reasonably safe when out alone in 
their own neighborhood at night, and a nnich higher 
proportion expressed no unea.se about the daytime. 
Nor were most resident.s inthiiidated by crinie or the 
fear of crime^from entering other parts of the metro- 
'pojitan area whenever they needed or desired to do so. 
Crime was seldom mentioned as tfie most important of 
ncighborhobd problems, and it Jiad not^bccn a major 
influence on where residents shopped or sought an 
evening's entertainment. Among those who had 
moved during the 5 years preceding the survey, crime 
was not an important clement in the decision to move 
or in the choice of a new location. Nonetheless, some 
28 percent of the residents admitted that they had 
changed or limited their activities in some undefined 
manner because of crime or the fear of crime. 

i 

San Diego residents gave positive ratings to the per- 
formance of their local police. Roughly 9 of every 10 
thou^t the police were doing at least an average Job, 
including about 6 in 10 who described the police per- 
formance as good. Given the opportunity to suggest 
how the police could improve their performance, tJhe 
largest number of respondents suggested changes in 
the area of e^pcrational -practices, e.g., an improved 
focus on more important duties, greater promptness, 
and improvements iq the assignment of police in cer<^ 
tain areas or at certain times. About half the city^s resi- 
dents felt that television ^nd newspaper reporting of 
crime was commensurate with its seriousness; among 
the others, those who thought the media underplayed 
the seriousness of crime outnumbered those who be- 
lieved that crime was overplayed by ^^ctter than two to 
one; ' . 



In many in.^tanccs. attitudes and opinions varied 
with the population subgroup undci study White resi- 
dents ol the cit\ wcic mou* hkely than tlu' black injiabi- 
laiits Jio icgaid then own ncighboi hood as at least less 
dangerous than others in the metropolitan area and to 
feci at least reasonably safe when out alone in thei,r 
own neighborhood during the day or after dark. They 
\ilso were more positive than blacks in their assessment 
ol the perlonnance ol the local police At the same 
time. lelativcly inoie whites than blacks believed that 
their chiMices ol being robbed oi at"hicked had increased. 

altitudes and opinions differed, the survey 
showed that crime or the fear of crime generally had 
had a greater impact on women than on men. on the 
elderly than on the young, and on those who had 
earlier been victims ol crime than on those who had not 
been victinu/ed. 
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Chart D. Summary findings about polica p^rtormanca 
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Crime trends 



I his section o( the rcpoil deals wiih ihe |KMCcpiions 
ol San Diego re.sidcnls with ir.s|Kxl lo nalionahu^l coin 
inuiiity Cl ime trends, personal salcly, and ihe accuracy 
with which newspapers and television were ihoughi lo 
be reporting the crime problem. The findings were 
drawn from Data Tables I through 6, found in Ap- 
pendix I. The relevant questions, appearing in the fac- 
simile of the survey instrument (Apj^^ndix M), arc 9a, 
9c, Ipa, 12. 15a, and 15b; each question was asked of 
persons age 16 and over 

U.S. crlm« tr#nds 

Most residents of San Diego believed that crime in 
the United States had ris'en during the past year or two. 
Three of every four residents held this view, compared] 
with only 4 percent who fell the trend was downward/ 
and 16 percent who thought that crime levels had ret 
mained constant. The remaining 5 pencent had 
opinion on the subject. Mpn and women differed little 
in their assessment of crime treads in the Nation, and 
there was hltle disagreement hetweei\ residents who 
had been the victims of crime and those who had not. 
However, i\ higher proportion of the black lesidentji of 
San Diego (84 percent) than their white counterparts 
(75 percent) felt crime to be on the rise nationwide. 
Residents age 35 and over also were somewhat more 
likely than younger' persons to view crime as increasing. 

• r 

rtolghbortiood crime trends | 

/ I , 

Fewer than half as many who thought that f:rime 

was up nationally also believed that crime was on the 
increase in their own neighborhood. Thus, only 3 1 per- 
cent indicated a belief that neighborhood crime Was 
rising. The largest number of residents (44 percent) felt 
that the level of crime in their neighborhood was un- 
changed; 5 percent said it had decreased, and there- 
mailing 20 percent either hajl no opinion on the matter 
or said they had not lived in their neighborhoods long 
enough to know, Amoilg those who had formed a judg- 
Incnt, opinion on whether heighbofhbod crime had in- 
creased, decreased, or' remained the same varied but 
slightly betweefl men and women, between blacks! and, 
whites, and among persons of different age. HoweVer, 
relatively more victims of crime (37 percent) than non- 
victims (26 percent) believed that crimS^ n their <^wn 
neighborhood had risen. 

6 
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A comparative assessment ol residents^ fcchngs 
nl>oul ncighboiliood tiiinc was pupK^cd by latmg 
tlu ii own »u ighhoi hoixi vis a \ is ollu^fs in the mrtro- 
poliian aica Although lew hclic\Cil rrnnc in tlu ii own 
neighborhocxls was decreasing, a majority (61 jK iccnt) , 
considered their own neighborhood to be less of much 
les.s dangerous than others, and another 33 percent re- 
gf^rdcd It as about average. Only 5 peirenl thought 
then own neighboihood to be nioie oi niueh more 
djimgetous 

Whites wcie lai more likely than blacks (62 vs. 41 
percent) to indicate that their neighborhoods were less 
)r much less dangerous Chnn others; blacks were most 
/inclined to classify their ivcighborhoods as* average, 
fNonviclims were somewhat more disposed than vie- 
lims lo rale ihcir neighborhood as at least less danger- 
ous Dillerenees. in perception between the sexes and 
among persons classed by age were not pronounced. 

Who are the offenders? 

Slightly more than a third of all respondents be- 
lieved that outsiders were responsible for most of the 
crime in their own neighborhood, whereas 27 percent 
attributed these offenses lo persons living within the 
neighborhood. Of the remainder, 4 percent blamed 
outsiders and local residents equally, 26 percent didn't 
know who was responsible, and 5 percent denied the 
existence of crime in their neighborhoods. Among 
those who acknowledged the presence of neighbor- 
hood crime and held a n opinion as to the identity of the 
culprits, a majority blamed outsiders, a finding thai 
held for both men and women, for white residents, for 
persons age 35 and over, and for nonvictims. Blacks, 
persons under 35, and the victimi|cd all were not only 
more likely than others to have implicatejl neighbor- 
hood people, but (hey also were mofe disposed to have 
an opinion about who was committing neighborhood 
crime. In relative terms, about three timcil as many {per- 
sons under age 20 as those 65 and over thought local 
residents were the culprits. 

Chances of personal victimization 

Despite their relatively optimistic views about crime 
in their own neighborhood, San Diego residents felt 
that their chances of being personally robbed or at- 
tacked had increased during the year or two prior to 
the survey. Some 52 percent of the respondents en- 
dorsed this belief, compared with 7 percent who 
thought the chances had gone down and 39 percent 
vvho saw no change. A majority of women, white rfcsi-* 
clants; inhabitants age 25 and over, and victims all felt 
that their chanCes of being personally robbed or at- 
tacked were greater at the time of the survey than earr 



u 



Iicr. and the liiigcSt propoit^ioii ol iiuilcs. hiiicks. niid 
noiivictims also shnrcd !his belief Only ninnng resi 
dents under age 2!) was the issue not eleai etit In (his 
seRineni o\ st>eiei\\ opunoii wiisjihoiti e(|i!jilh divuleii 
iK^lwccn tlio>e who lell that the possibility liiid in- 
eieased and (hose who claimed it wiis about the same; 
another II peieeiU thought that theie was less likeli- 
hood ol iheir "being rohbeil oi iittaeked 

Crime and the media 

I he Mii^y showcd»th»i half the population behevnl 
(hat crime was as serious as portrayed on television 
and in the newspapers. Among others having an opin- 
ion on the' matter, 32 percent (tit tl;iat ci imc was moix^ 
serious 'Sind. theieiore. that the medui was undeiplay 
ing the seriousness ol the problem Sonie 14 percent 
l^lOllght that the opposite was the ciise, oi that crime 
was less serious than depicted. In.gcneral, opinions on 
the subject dif lcred but little amotig the various popn- 
lation groups. However, black residents and persons 
who had been victimized both were niorc likely than 
their while and nonvictin)i/ed eonnterpjiits to think 
that crime was more serious than portrayed 



Fear of crime 

Among qthcr things, results covered thus tar have 
shown that many residents ol San Diego believed crime 
had increased over/lhe years leading up to the survey, 
and. in addition, felt their own chances of being 
attacked or robbcrf' had risen. Whether or not they 
feared for their personal safety is a matter treated in 
this section of the report. Also exaniined is the inii^hct 
of the fear of crime on activity patterns and on consid- 
eratiops regarding changes of ' residence. Survey 
/qucstiorjs, I la, Mb» lie, 13a. 13b. I^a, 16b. and 16c— 
all asked of persons age I6and over -and Data Tables 
7 through 18 arc referenced here. 

Crime as a deterrent to mobility 

For most San Diego residents, crime or the fear of 
crime was not a deterrent to mol^ility within the metro- 
politan area. Some 86 percent indicated that there were 
no parts.of the area where they needed or desired to go 
that they were afraid of entering during the day. And. 
although there was somewhat more apprehension 
about movement at night, about 7 out of 10 expressed 
no fear about entering these sections after dark. 



Rclaiivcly nioic whucs lh*in bhicksaiul \ictimsthiin 
noi)\ icttois were ;iliaul i»l jNuiif^ into paMs of (he met 
lopi^litan aica both ilui in>^ the ilav ami ai iii^ht. htii ihc 
d!llcrnu'(*s were not ^\ci\[ I cm h()!h dayliiDc artd iuf»h( 
tune movement, per sons age jiiul over expressed less 
iippiehension than did tliose in the i^thei i^ge giotips ^ 

Nolghborhood safety 

Ninr!\ cij:l)( out olc\ci\ KM) rrsidrui s ol San l>ie^»o 
fell at least icasouahly sale when oiii alone in then ow n 
neighhoi hood tltii ing the ila\ In lai a i Icai inajoi ity 
ol lesideiUs, ii icspectwe ol sca, lace, age, or viciiim/a- 
tion experience, felt very sale under' these circum- 
stances. Il(f\vcver, men were n)ore likely than women 
and whites more likely than blacks to Icel vci} ,safc. 
I he elderly, i e., those age 63 and over, were less in- 
clined tlian persons ol YOiMif>er age to led very sale, but 
there was httic disagreement on the matter between the 
victimi/cd and the nonvictims. 

In general, relatively more men than women in each 
age group lelt very sale when out alone during the day 
in (heir own neighborhood, but the proportion of 
women age \(^ 19 who considcted theniselves very safe 
under such circumstances did not diMcr signilicantly 
lioni that ol eldeily men. Black women in each age 
group were the least likely to feel very sale. 
J Altliough roughlj three-fourths of the city\s inhabi- 
tants also fell at least leasonably^safe out alone in their 
own neighborhood at nighty the number who felt very 
safe was 'less than half that of those who eoDsideied 
themselves very safe under these conditions during the 
day. Qnly among white males under age 50 and among 
black males under age 20 did a majority feel very safe. 
At the other extren\e; most women age 65 and over, 
irrcspeetivc of race, believed themselves to be some- 
what or very unsale. with the number. feeling very 
unsafe exceeding that of those who sensed they were 
somewhat unsafe. 

Overall, men were far less likely lhan women to have 
expressed uncase being out alone in their neighbor- 
hoods at night; and the same held true for persons 
under age 50 cotnpa^ed with those who were older. 
Even young women were more apprehensive than el- 
derly men. White residents were somewhat less prone 
than blacks to have trepidations. Vietimi/ation ex- 
perience appeared to have had little impact on feelings 

of safety. 

. ■ ■ 

Ml should be noted ihat the source i^ucsiions for ilaia coVcrcJiin 
Ihib jjceiion (Qucslions I3n and 13b) referred to pincesli) the mciro- 
pollian area where the respondciU/im/rJor Jo/rtv/toeriter. Thus. 
iUs reasonable to assume thai high-risk places, those most highly 
i^j^Tcd, were excluded from conbidcraiion' by many respondents. 
Had the questions applied unconditionally to all .sectors of the area, 
the |>iittcrn ot responses no doubt would have been different. 



brlm« M m oaut# for n^vlng away 

Respondents who hud stated that tliey felt somr- 
wluit oi vciy unsute when out alone in tlieii neighhoi- 
hopil during the day ox lU night were asked whether 
they thought the neigh^^orhood was dangerous enough 
for them to consider moving away. Even among this 26 
percent of the population, only about oiie in eight be- 
lieve<| the danger sufficiently grave to have considered 
moving elsewhere. Males, bhicks, and crime victims all 
were somewhat more apt than females/ whites, and 
nonvictims to have given thought to moving because ol 
neighborhood dangers; for the subgroup as a whole, 86 
percent had not considered relocating. Persons age 65 
and over, thosf: most likely to have indicated some un- 
ease about being out alone in their neighborhoods, 
were among those most unlikely to have contemplated 
moving elsewhere. ^ 

Crlm« M m caut# for •cHvlty modification 

Some tworthirds of the residents of San Diego 
thought that people in general were reacting to crime 
or the fear of crime by curtailing their' Activities, but 
only 34 percent believed thai neighborhood residents 
\vcrfc so doing and only 28 percent claimed that they 
themselves had limited or altered their daily routine, 
A higher proportion of women tlian inen^^JJ vs, 23 
percent) indicated they had limited or changed their 
activities because of crime, a disparity between ihd 
sexes that applied to each age group among whites, bqt 
lacked statistical significance among blacks. However, 
young women (16 19) were no more likely than nicn 
age 50 and over to h^ive indicated a chahge in activities. 
White males age 16- 19 made up the group least likely 
to have acknowledged some change in activities. Over- 
all, relatively more blacks (36 percent) than )vhites (28 
percent) stated they had curtailed their activities. 
Victimt also were more likely to have done so than 
nonvictims. Age appeared to play a part in whether or 
not activities had been modified as the result of crime 
or the fear of crime. Generally speaking, the older the 
, individual the more likely there had been some limita- 
tion of activities, although the differences between par- 
ticular age groups were not alN^ays large nor necessarily 
statistically significant. 

\^<Baicd on rctponict thown in D»ta Tabk 15, this obiervation i| 
sonMwhat mitleiidinf becnuM the source question wasasM only of 
persons who said they felt unsafe<luring daytime and/ or nighltime, 
ToUling 26 perc«nt of the relevant population, individuals who were 
asked the question include<j 10 percent of all males, contrasted with 
41 percent of all females. Thus, 3 percent of the total population age 
16 and over— including 2 percent of males and 4 percent of 
females— satd ihey had seriously considered moving. 



Residential problems 
and lifestyles 

The initial attitucfc sur^y questions wore designed 
to gathct inloi niation about certain spccil io bchnvioial 
practices ol San Diego householders and H)e\ploir pet- 
ccptlons about a wide range of community problems, 
oni: of which was crime. As indicated in the section 
entitled "Crime find Attitudes, "certain questions were, 
nskcd of only one member ofcach household, known 
as the household respondent. Information gathcixd 
fiom such poisons is treated in this section of the report 
and found in Data lables 19 through 26; the pertinent 
data were based on survey questions 2a through 7b. In 
addition, the i^sponses to questions 8a through 8f, 
relating to certain aspects of personal lifestyle, also are 
examined in this section; the Relevant questions were 
asked of all household members age 'l6 and over,;! 
including the household respondent, and the results 
are displayed ift Data Tables 27 through 30. As can be 
icen from the questionnaire, an(l unlike the procedure 
used in devclopirtg tHe information discussed in the 
two preceding sections of this report, Ihe questions 
thai served as a basis for the topics Covered here did itot 
reveal to respondents that the development of data on 
crime was the main purpose of the survey. 

rtoighbortiood probltmt ^ 
and ••l#€tlng i.hon(i# 

Respondents in 65 percent of the households in San 
Diego stated that their own neighborhoods had no un- 
desirable characteristics, evidence of a considerable 
degree of satisfaction with the area In which they were 
living. Of thp 34 percent who indicated that unde- 
sirable features were pttsent, approximately 9 percent 
believed crime to be the most important problem, but 
oth^r issues, such Hs the environment (noise, trffSh. 
overcrowding, etc), neighbors, and traffic and/or 
parking, were more commonly cited. Respondents in 
households that had incurred one or hiore victimiza- 
tions were tnore likely than those in nonvictimized 
households to have mentioned crime as the most im- 
portant neighborhood issue, although even these re- 
spondents ranked crime after the environment and 
neighbors. Householders with annual income less than 
$7,500 were more inclined than their more affluent 



coiiiucrp«r(s lo have ciicd crime as (he mos( miporUnu 

(>nl\ iihoul I peicciU of \\n' lOspDiulcnis ni hi)iise 
holds \\u\\ had rhaiigC(l rcsukMucs in (he ^ ycais pic 
ceding ihc survey specified crime as ihc major reason 
for leaving Ihe former address or scciirily from ciimc 
as the mninconsideralion in selecting a new residence. 
Reasons unrelated lo crmie \v;ere much moie com- 
nu)nlv advaiKcd as decisuc. w^i iDcalion hv\\^^ oi 
paiihnoiinl iinpoMiiiue bi)lli m the decision (o ichuatc 
ttfKl in the i lioKT oi a new neighlM)i hoiKl 

Food and marchandiM 
•hopping practlcaa 

I oi San Diego householders, crune or (he fear of 
cnme luid virlually \\o unpad on shopping pracdccs, 
either foi food or foi general merc handise. Household- 
ers in the city favored neighboihood stores for major 
food purchases over those elsewhere by a margin of 
more than 2 to I. Among (hose who shopped outside 
Iheir ncighborh9vd f^*" food, crime or the fear of crime 
in the neighborhood was almosi never menlioncd as a 
reason foi (he preference. Instead, the choice was re 
latcd to the |,ack, inadequacies, or high prices ol ncigli- 
borhood grocery stores. I his was true for all segments 
of the ^)opulation. -including the citys black house- 
holders. \yho were much more incliiicd than their white 
counterparts to shop for food ou(side (heir ownlftcigh- 
borhood. 

Roughly 9 ol every 10 householders preferred to do 
their shopping for clothes and other items of general 
merchandise in suburban or neighborhood stores 
rather than in downtown establishments. But their 
choice had ahnost nothing to do with crimetgK the fear 
of<crime in the downtown area. Rather, the preference 
was based on the convenience of the suburban and 
neighborhood stores and on such factors as better 
selections, prices, or parking. 

Entartalnmant practlcaa 

Practically no residents of San Dicj^o had changed 
their habits of going out in the evening for entertain- 
ment because of crime or the fear of crime. In fact, a 
majority of residents had not curtailed their evenings 
out. Even among the 38 percent^who indicated they 
wqre going out less than I or2yearsearher, the number 
who cited cripie as the contributory factor was negligi- 
ble. Only 2 pcrqcnt of those reporting less frequent 
nights out mentioned crime as tljie main reason for the 
decrease. Much more commonly cited reasons for 
going out less often were finances, family responsibili- 
ties, and participation in other activities. 

Persons who had been the victinis of crime were 



more likely thaii^onvictinis to havfc curtailed their 
evenings out, hut tliey wcie no inoic ot less ifulincil 
than nonvittiins to asnihe this ciiitailmcnt to criine 
Although the pi opoition of the eldeily who weir going 
out less often was about the same as that for the popu- 
lation as a whole, persons age 65 and over were the 
most inclined to cite crime as the reason for their less 
frecpient rughtS out 1 vcn among the elderly, ciime was 
not as impoitant a icason foi c uMailnu nt as finaiuesj 
age. and health \ 

Nor was crime or the fear ofcriine a factoi in whfic 
city residents spent thcii evenings out. Some 78 perceilt 
usually visited places o( entertainment within the city. 
15 percent normally patronized cstablishincnts outside 
the city, and the rest divide<;l their nights out between 
establishhients in the city or outside. Almost all seek- 
ing cnlcrlaMtmenl either in the city or outside based 
their choice on factors wholly unrelated to crime. 
Thus, only 2 percent of (hose who sought their enter- 
tainment outside the city did so becau.sc of crime inihe 
city. 

/ 

J.ocal police performance . 

Following the series of questions concerning neigh- 
borhoipd safety and crime as a deterrent to personal 
mobility, individuals age 16 and over were {\sked to 
assess the overall performance of the local police and 
to suggest ways, if any, in which police effectiveness 
might be improved. Data Tables 31 through 37, » 
derived from survey questions 1 4a and 1 4b, contain the 
results oh which this discussion is based, 

Ara thay doing a good, 
avaraga, or poor |ob7 

F^spondents rated the performance of the local po- 
lice on a scale of good, average, or poor. More than 
half of the city's residents (59 percent), evahiated the 
performance as good, 30 percent felt ii Was average, 
and 7 percent claimed that it was poor. The remainin{| 
4 percent had no opinion on the matter. Virtually no 
difference was noted between the assessments provided 
by men and women, but this was not true of ratings 
^iven by residents differentiated by race, age, or vic- 
timization experience. 

Except among blacks and among persons under age 
25, a majority in all of the population groups under 
study rated the performance of the local police as 
good, and even blacks and persons under 25 over- 



whrliumgly llunighl llu* pcihMnuuun* lo be al leas! 
nvcrapr 

Whites weie iniuh inoie likely than bhuks lo ia!e 
tlie poliee perloiniaiue as ^ooil (()! vs U) peueiii). 
blaeks wcie luoie pioiie lluui whites {o ha\e evaluated 
It as average or poor In relative terms, blaeks were 
rouglUy t\vu:c inoie apt than whiles to (eel thm the 
police weie doing a pooi job 

Ratings ol the police also were related to age. \Vith 
poisons age M) and o\ei being the most positive in then 
assessments tind thosr nndei age 2> being the most 
negative I mtbeunote. the vuMnm/ed weie somewhat 
more critical m then appraisals than nonvictims.. 

Mow can the police ImprdVe? y 

Despite the behel ol a laige segment ol the San 
Diegt) population that the Uical police weie doing a 
good ot average |i>b. about lour of every live who had 
an opmion about police effectiveness alsotelt that im- 
piovcment was needed. As nugbt have been expected 
given their more ncj^ative views nboOt |>ohcc pcrtprm- 
ance. blacks, persons under age ;!5. and the victimi/ed 
all weie moie inchiu^vl to suggest a need lor improve 
nient than weie whites, peisonf. age *>Oand ovei.and 
nonvictims. Men and women, howcvei , diffe/ed little 
in thcH* assessment ol the need for improvement. 

Among those suggestmg the need for improvetncnl, 
39 neicenreii^d opeiational practice's as the nrcn most 
infbcd ol betterment, 31 pcrc^'nt mentioned personnel 
iest)urco. 19 peicent imted conununity lelations, ayd 
the remaining II percent advanced various otbcr 
mcasuixrs.'' 

OperatiofMil prncliQcs were cited as the area most in 
need of improvement by the largest number of ^re- 
spondents in all population subgroups under study ex- 
cept those made up of persons age 35 and over. These 
individuals were more apt to have selected personnel 
resources. About a third of the Whites, compared with 
15 percent of the blacks, fell that improvement was 
Vnost needed in the area of personnel resources. For 
I their part, blacks were faV more likely than whites to ' 
have lecomDUMidcd better community relations. 
Young persons also placed more stress on improved 
community relations than did those who were older. 



4 or most of ihis discussion, ihc eight speeihc response Itcim 
covered in QucsUOf Mb w^rc combined into ihrcc'aitcgorics, as 
toUowsu oftff^iunity relations: ( I ) "Be more courteous, improve ani^ 
ludc " coiniminiiy rclniions** and (2) **Don1 discriiniiwic," OperQ- 
ttondl fmidii cx: ( I ) "Conccniratc on nuucirtnporianl duties, serious 
mmccic (2)"I>c more pi oinpi, responsive, alen**: (3) **Need more 
iraihe conlror*; and (4) "Need more policemen of pauicular type 
(fool, car) in ecrlain aieas or ai ceriain times." And. personnel re- 
wanes: (\) *'Hirc bUhc policemen* and (2);*!nMU0vc irainingi raise 
qualifications of recrnilment policies 



10 



llu; contrast between yortng black males and their 
white counterparts in advancing the need ioi impioved 
conuiunutNv lelations was particulaily stiikiUK. Some 
.SI pel cent ol black males age 16 ?4 lelt that the need 
loi iinpiovenu nt was most piessingm tlu-aipw ol com 
nuinity relations; the corresponding proportion 
among white males of the same age wi)s 27 percent. 
Young black females also ap|Kared to give higher 
pnoiity than their white countei parts to improved 
ct)mnumitY iclations 

Among those who lelt that the pcilormance ol the 
local police could be improved, about onc-liuiilh be- 
lieved that the expansion of the police lorcc was the 
most important specific action that could be taken to 
improve the performance, but the proportions advanc- 
ing this ^ommendation ranged Irom lows ol 10 per- 
cent (among blacks) and 13 [Kicent (among persons 
under age 2^) to a high ol 40 iKrceih (among persons 
age 65 and older) The black community in general felt 
that the need for greater promptness on the part of the 
police and for more courteous and improved attitudes 
were aclu>^is,rnorc important to the overall effective- 
ness ot^e local force than additional police officers 
With respect to greater courtesy and better attitudes, 
there wa^ a reduction with age from 25 percent 
among persons age 1 6 19 to 7 percent among those age 
65 and over— in the importance attached to such im- 
provements, even though apparent differences be- 
tween the percentiles for the intervening age grouji^ 
were riot necessarily significant 
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Survey data tablet 



The 37 statistical data tables in this appendix present 
the results of the San Diego attitudinal survey con- 
ducted early in 1974. They are organized topically, gen- 
erally paralleling the report's analytical discussion. For 
each subjArt, the data tables consist of cross-tabulations 
of personal (or household) characteristics and the rele- 
vant response categories. For a given population group, 
each table displays the percent distribution of answer^ 
to a question. 

All statistical data generated by the survey are esti- 
mates that vary in their degree of ii^hability and are 
subject to variances, or errors, associated with the fact 
that they were derived from a sample survey rather 
than a cotnplete enumeration. Constraints on interpre- 
tation and other uses of the data, as well as guidelines 
for determining their reliability, arc set fortli in Appen- 
dix 111. As a general rule, however, estimates based on 
7ero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases have been 
considered unAi^liable. Such estimates, qimliried by 
footnotes to the data tables, were not used for analyti- 
cal purposes \n this report. 

Each data table parenthetically displays the size o| 
the group for which a distributioirof responses was caU 
cuiate^.' As with the percentages, these base flgutips are 
estimates. On tables showing the answers of individual 
respondents) (Tables 1-18 and 27-37), the figures 
reflect an adjustment based on an independent post- 
Census estimate of the city*s resident p<^pulation. For 
data from household respondents (Tables 19-26), the 
bases: were generated solclv.by the survey itself. 

A note beneath each dMa table identifies the ques- 
tion that served as source of t^ data. As an Expedient 
in preparing tables, certain response categories were 
reworded and/or abbreviated*. The questionnaire fac- 
simile (Appendix llj|ihduld be consulted for the exact 
wording of both the questions dnd the response cate- 
gories. For Questionnaire itemi that carried the 
instruction ""Mark all that apply,*" thereby enabling a ^ 
respond^t to'furnish more than a single answer, the 
data tables reflect only the answer designated by the 
respondent as being the most important one rather 
thpn ftil answers given. 

T\ie first six dula tables were used in preparing the 
"Crime Trends'' sectidn of ihe report, Tables 7-18 
relate to the topic *'Fear of Criihe''; Tables 19-30 cover 
"Residential Problems and Ufestyles""; and the last 
seven tables display information concerning "Local 
Police Perfornuincc/' 



Tabl« 1. DIractlon of crtm« trends In lh« United States 

(Porcont diytrUjullon of roui^onuoo for iUo i)opuUt.ion ago 16 arxl ovni ) 



I • 



Popula t i^^n chm-ft c tor t ot ic 



Incrooijod 



AU iwrootio (;>39.600) 

Sex 

Htlo (2:)/*.600) 
y Fonmlo (?n',,(XX)) 

Race 
WtiUci 

gthor 

Ag6 

16-19 

35.-49 



(13,900) , 



79r600) 
110, (X)0) 
118. lOO) 

i02,<f»oo; 



65 aivl over (6^, 6a)) 

Vlc^.lmli8tlon ox3>crlonco 
Not vlcllmir.od (3'U.AOO) 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

lOO.O 

100.0 

lOO.O 

100.0 
100.0 
100,0 

xoo.o 

100.0 
100.0 

100. 0 
100.0 



7/1.0 



75.0 

7/,. 6 



7/.. 7 

tn.6 



6B.9 
70.5 
72.7 

77.,2 
79.1 
77. B 

73.0 
n76./, 



15.9 

1^9 
l'i.9 

16.2 
10./, 
22-4 

19.9 
20.2 
18.8 
15.0 

n-5 

in.7 

1^.5» 





Don't know 


Not 


nvailoblo 


3.8 


5.3 




O.C 


3.2 


6.1 




*0.2 
'0.1 


3.8 
. 3.0 

%V 


5'. 2 
2.8 
16.8 




0.2 
>0.2 
■*0.0 


6.0 
. 4. 0 

3.0 
3.4 
3.4 


4.6 ^ 

4.3 
4 7 
5.7 
8.0 




^0.3 
*0.2 
^0,1 
^0.1 
^0.2 
»0.1 


3.8 
J. 8, 


' 6.1 
/,.2 




H).l 
»0.2 



NOTEt Dale baood on quoation lOa. Detail may not odd to total bocauee of roundinn-. ;nguroo in poron^hooos rofor to 
^Estimate, b^sod on zoro or On) about , 10 or fowor fjomplo caaos,^ io statistically Unrollablo. 

Tiibl# 2. Dlractlon of crtmm trends In \h% n#lghtx>rtH>o€l 



populot.lcKj in tho group. 



Population choraftoj^tstic 

persons (339,600) 

Sox 

MaIo (25/..6OOJ . 
Pfemalo (283.000) 

Raco 



Whlto 




487, 90a) 

37.r800) 

13,900) 



55,000) 
79,600) 
118,000^ 
118.100) 
102,600) 



andtjvor (6^>,60Q) 



Victijniiiatljon oxP«»'ionce 
, Hot victijniiod (321.4J0O) 
Victimised (218,^) 



(Percent d 


lltribution of 


reoponoos for 


the pq^ulation age 16 oixl ovor) 




* 


Total i 


F • Incroaaod 


Samo 


Havon*t lived 
Dooroaood " horo that long 


Don't kjiow 

« 


Not available 


' 100.0 


30.6 


/i4.0 • 


5.1 • ^ 10.3 . 


9.8 


/ -■ - t 
0.2 

<( 


100.0 
100.0 


31.5 
29.7 


43.8 


5^2 10,2 
3.0 10. 5 
4 


8.5 ' 
10.9 


0.4 

^ 0.1 


100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 


30.5 
' 3A.A 
21./, 


/lA.O 
. /i4.4' 
W,1.4 


4.9 10.5 
7^8 7.5 
6.8 ' 13 v6 


9.9 . 
5.^ 
16.8 

< 


0.2 

^ ^ * »0.6 » 

^ ' *o.o ^ 


100. 0 
100,0 ^ 
100.0 
100.0 
• 100.0 
100.0 


* 27. A 

30.4 
)2.1 

,33.6 ^ 
32.2 


47.8 
W-l 
41 -A 
43.9 
4'>.1 
44-0 


T8-1 11.3 
. ^ 3-9 * 17.9 
4.9 ' 1/1.6 
6.3 -^•4 ^ 
/|.3 A'.9 


5./. 
9.5 
0.6 
- 9.0 
11.8 

■ i;,'.2 

\ 


^0. 1 

*0.2 ti < 
^0.2> • ' 

*o.3 ' ' 

' . ^0.2 " 


' 100.0 
100*0 


26.0 
37.3 


47.7 
38.5 


, 5.1 * . 9.5 
5.2 ' / 11.6 


11.5 
7.2 


, ' ' 0.3 

»0,1 



NOTEi Uata baao^J on queatlQii 9^. Dotall 
^Eotlmato, baood on ssero pr on About 10 



may not add to total becauoe of rounding. Hguroa in paronthoooa refer to |H?pulation in tho grpup. 
or fewer, sample cases^ io otatiotically unreliable. 
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Populiitlon character let Ac 



Tabl# a ComiMirlton of n«lght>ortiood crime with other metropolitan area nelghtwrhoodt 

(Forcont cUfltri bution of^-oaponoja for tho poinOQtlon ago l6 orKi ovoV) ^ 



AUl persons (539.600) 

3ox 

Hale {25U,6O0) 
P^mle (265,000) 

>Q7,900) ^ 
:37,dO0 ' 
13,900) 

55.000) 
.79,600) 
?18,000). 
118,100) 
^ ^102,600) 
65 •«! ot»r (65,600) 

Vlotljidjution •x|)«rl*nc« 
iqi Tlctlj»li#d (321.W) 
ViotlJvlswl (218,200) 

writ DiU h%9fi on queatlon 12. 
>B»tjUNito, b*8©d on about 10 or 




ToUl 
100.0 

100.0 
100. 0 

100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 

100.0 
100-0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 

100- b 

100-0 



Much more 
dangoixHio" 



0./, 

0.!) 
0.3 

0.3 . 
*0.8 
^0.8 

0.9 
^0-3 
»0.1 

^0.2 

0-2 
0-6 



go roue 



About 
»v« rago 



Less 

dangorouo 



Much loot! 
dongorO\io 



Not availoblo 



>3'2 

5.7 
7-8 
6.3 
3.3 
2. A 
2.0 



-32 
6-6 



33-0 
30.2 

y>-\> 

31.5 
51.2 
37.0 

35.1 

36,1 
3/.. 7 
31. 
3V6 
^.0 



30-8 
36.T\ 



/,2.n 
/.3.9 

A3-7 
31. A 
A2.0 

/.1*7 
Al.l 
AO. 3 
AA.5 
A3. 7 
/.5.7 

AA-6 
AO-0 



17.9 

19.2 
16.7 

IB, 6 
9.7 
■ 15.3 

16-2 
12.6 
17.6 
19. A 
. 21. A 
18.1 

19-A 
15*6 



l.A 

1.3 
l.A 



1.3 
2,2 
»1*7 

*0.9 
l.A 

0. 9 

1- 3 

1. A 

2- 9 

1.7 
1-0 



DetalL m*y not add to total because of rounding, 
fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group. 



TaMe 4. Place of reeMenc* of peraone commttttng iMightMHtiood crtanee 

^ \ (Percent dletrlbutlon of responeee for the j^iailetion afo l6 end over) 



FoiNilatlon oharaoterietic 



All peraone (539,600) 



IteU, (25A.600) 
. ImmXm (:^5.ooo) 

Rica 

16-19 

25-34' 
35-49 



(4e7.9pO) 
37.600j 
(13,900) 



,55.300) 
79,600) 
,113,000) 
113.100) 
;iO2/*00) . 
65 wid oytr '(65,600) 

?iGtl#isiiiion •^rlinof 
JM Ylctlaisfd (321,400) 
not^AlMd (213,200) 



met 


No neighborhood 
crlne 


People llw^ 
here | 


Outeiders 


Equally 

by both 


Don't know 

^ ^ 


Not aveUeble' 


100-0 


5.2 


27.2 


36.7 


A. 3 


26-0 


' ' 0.6 


100.0 
100- 0 


•A-8 
5.6 


27-5 
27.0 


38.0 


A-7' 
3-9 


24-5 
27.3 


. 0-6 
0.6 ^ 


100. 0 
100«0 
100,0 


5-2 s") 
- - A. 6 
7-3 


27-0 
. 31*4 
22.7 


36t3 
34.6 • 
37-6 


.4.0. 
7.8 
*3-0 


26,3 
21.0 
!»,4 


0,6 
>0.6 


100-0 
100.0 
* 100.0 
100-0 
, 100.0 
100.0 . 


2.8 
2-8 
4.A 
5.7 
6.3 
8.A 


37-A 
32-1 
36.5 
26-8 
18-5 
10-6 


* f 

41. 6* 
35.3 * 
.31.1 

, 39-1 

A2.Q 


5-5 
A-6 

3-9 
5-3 
^ 3-2 
. 35 


12-3 
2A-1 

'23-5 
26-1 
<n 31.9 
^ 34-9 


»o;3 
if 1.1 

0.6 

»0.5 
^0-7 


/ 100*0 
100.0 


6.3 
3.0 


22.3 

34.6 . 


' .37-1 

r ^6-0 


3-8 
5.0 


29-4 
21.0 


0.7 

O.A 



on qu^etion 9c-'' Peteil mey not add to total because of roundlrig.^ Figures in perentheeea refer to population in the group. 
Y .^^^ beeed on nbbut 10 or te^r sAinple oaeee^ i«^ statistically utveliable. 
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(P<»rc«nt distribution of r^aponaoa for tho population ago 16 and over) 



^O|]uljition "chsractoristlc 



AU persona (539 ,600) 

Sex * 
Mile (25A,600) 
P^Mle (265,000) 



Total 



CJodUng up 



3*me 



Wilt* 
BUok 
Other 

1^19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-^ 



Ua7,900) 

(37,flOO) 

(13,900) 

55,0)0) 
79,600) 
118,000) 
118,100) 
102,600) 



65 end orer (65,600) 

TiotisiiMtloii experienca 
Not YiotlRdvtd (321.400) 
Vioti«ls4Mi (218«2Q0) 



100.0 

lOO.O 
100. d 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
> 

100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
iOO.O 

100.0 
100.0 



51.5 
47.4 

55- 1 

^2.4 

47-8 

39.5 
43.9 
51-1 

56.6 

56- 4 
51-4 

48.7 
55.6 



38.9 

41.6 

36.5 

38.6 
38.8 
48,7 

46.7 

430 
40.3 
35.5 
33.7 
38.6 

41-5 
35.1 




Goin^ down 



8.7 

5.2 

-6.5 
9.7 
11.5 

12.3 
10.1 
6.9 
5.2 
4.7 
4.6 

6.4 
7-5 



NDTBt t)fktm h§ii^ on question 15s- DejbslI my not s^d to tot si becsuse of roimdlng 

=sTi: 



^Bstlmste, ^bssed on sero or on about }0 or fewer 'ssRf)le cssesi la ststi^tici 



Flgbres in parentheses refer to population in the group, 
y unrellsblo. 
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FofMltttlon charge t«r lot Ic 



(Percent distribution of rooponnen for the population ngc l6 »rxJ oVor) 



Total 



Going up 



Going down 



No opinion 



All persons (539,600) 

Mil« (254,600) 
Pmi^« (285,000) ~ 



Black (37*800) 
Other (13,900) 



^ 20* 24 
25-34 
35^9 
50-«4 



'55»t»0) 
'79,600) 
lt8,000) 
118,100} 
102,600) 



65 •nd^OTBr (65,600) • 

▼IctljnlMtlon experience 
mt victlMited (321.l»00) 
VictimiMd (218,200) 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



59.1 



52. A 
30.0 

/♦3.9 
51.1 
56.6 

51./* 



30*9 

U.6 

36.5 

3«5.6 
36.8 



^6.7 
/»3.3 
/♦0.3 
35.5 
33.7 
30.6 

U.5 
35.1 



' 6.9 

e.7 

5.2 

6.5 
9.7 
.11.5 

12.3 
10.1, 

v6.9, 
5.2 
A. 7 
/1.6 



2.5 

2.0 
2.9 

2.2n 

3.2 

9,0 

l.U 
2.1 
!./» 
2.5 
2.8 
5.1 

3.1 
1.6 



0.3 



0.3 
0.2 



P-3 
»0.5 
*0.0 

*0.1 

^0.5 

^0.3 
»0.1 
*D.3 
>0.^ 

0.3 
0.2 



NOIBt . tat* bM^ W question, 15t. Detail mey not add to total bociiuse of rounding. Flguron in parentheses rofer to population i^n the jroup. 
" :^t0tlMte, basft<jl^n »ero or on about 19 on fewer sample caafto, io s^atlctlcally unreliable. • , - 
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r 



4 ' 



/ 



\ 



Tabto «. 8«i1ouifi#f^ <^ tfttnt proW^m ratothf«(to what nmpapm m%d M&^Man npwei 

(Porc«n€^, distribution of roeponijeo for th© population ago l6 and over) 



Population chi^racteristic 



All pereonB (539,600) 

Six 

IU« (254,600) 
nmU (265,000) 

»iit« (4^7,900) 
BUck (37.600) 
Other (13,900) 



16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49. 
50-64 



55,600) 
79.600) 
116,000 
116,100 
102,600 



65 and over (65,600) 

VlctlmlMtion experience 
Hot victimised (321.400) 
Victljidmed (216,200) 



Tbtal 



ibo.o 



100.0 
100.0 

100,0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100. 0 
lOO.O 
100. 0 . 
lOO.O 
100. Q. 

100.0 
100.0 




Lese nerlouo 



Seme 



More serious 



No opinion 



13.5 

16.1 
11.2 



13.3 
13.6 
16.7 



17*4 
16.5 
1/f.O 
13.0 
11.3 
9.6 



13.3 
13.7 



/,9.9 

47*6 
52.0 

50.4 
45.9 
46.0 

46.4 
47.1 
49.8 
51.1 
49.7 
53.1 



51 
47 



■31.7 



31.4 
32.0 



31.4 
37.3 
27.6 

30.5 

3i.o 
32.9 

30.^ 
33.4 
29.0 

A 

29.1 
35.5 



4.5 

4.6 
4.3 

4.5 
2.6 
7.6 

3.3 
3.6 
2.9 
4.9 

7-3 

• 5.5 
2.9 



Not avmUeble 



0.4 



0.3. 
0:6 



0.5. 
*0.5 
*0.0 



^0.3 

Jo.? 

*0.2 
0.6 
0.6 

0.6 
*0.2 



NOTJ^i Detii besod on^ueetlon I5b« Detail may not add to 
^)C8tlj«te, based oi\ jiero or on about 10 or fewer sample 



total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group, 
cases, Is statistically unroldable. v. \ 
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T«bl«7. Fmt of going to iMTts of tiM fiMtropoNton arM 

during th« day 

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age l6 and over) 
• . I . , ■ - ■ 

Populction characteristic 



All "persona (539,600) 

Male (25/f,600) 
Female (285,000) 

Race ^ ■ 

White .(487,900) 

Black (37,800) 

Other (13,900) » 

16-19 (55,800) 
20-24 (79,600) 
25-34 (118,000) 
35-49 (118.100) 
50-64 (102,600) 
65 and over (65,600) 

yict^mizatlon experience 
Not victimized (321.4OO) 
Victloiaed (218,200) 





Yes 


No 


Not avi-ilfcble 


100 0 


11.9 

-« 


^' '86.0 


2.2 


100. 0 


11-2 


' 87.3 


1.5 


100 0 


12.5 


84'. 8 


2.7 


100.0 


12.3 


85.5 


2.3 


100.0 


8.7 


90.2 


*1.1 


100. 0 


. 6.6 


91.4 


»1.9 


100.0 


12.1 


85.6 


5.4 


ioo»o • 


11.1 


85.5 


3.4 


100.0 


12.4 


85.5 


2.0 


100.0 


12.0' 


86.2 


1.8 ■ 


lOO.O 


13.0 


84.8 . 


2.2 


100.0 


9.6 


89.0 


1.5 


100. 0 \ 


10.3 


87.4 


2.2 


100.0 


14.1 


83.8 


2.1 



NOTEt mxk based on question 13a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
^Bstlfflate, .based .on about 10 or fewer sarrple cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Tabto t. ol i^olno to parts ol th« HMtropoman ^TM al nHptit 

(Percent dlatribution of reaponoea for the population ago- l6 and over) 



Popula^lorx characterifltic, 



All persona (539,600) . 

Sox 

Male (25/f,6O0) 
, Female (285,000) 

Race 

Wh;Lto Y487,900) 

Black (37,800) 

Other (13,900) 



Age 

16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65 ^nd 



155, 800) 
79,600) 
118,000 
118,1,00 
102.600 
over (65, 



) 



Victimization experience 
Not rjlctljnized (321,400). 
Victimized (2l8;200) .* r'" 



4 



Total 


1 


No 


Not available 


100.0 


2/4.4 


69-4 


6.2 






f — • - 




100.0 


23.9 


• 71.9 


4.2 


100.0 


24.9 


67.2 


7.9 


100.0 


25.2 


68.7 


6.2 


100.0 


18.1- 


76.8 


5.1 


100.0 


16.0 


74.9 


9.1 


100.0 ^ 


26.7 


66.1 


7.2 


100.0 


26.3 


66.2 


7.5 


100.0 


24.6 


69.2 


6.2 y 


100. 0 


2^.6 


69.4 


5.0 


100.0 


25.7 


69.0 


4.5 


100.0 


15.9 


75.8 


8.3 


100,0 1 


21.8 


72a 


,6.1 


100.0 


28.3 


65.5 


. 6,^ 



NOTE: Data based on question 13b* Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to populatiorMn the group. 
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Tfbto 9. rtolghboftiood Mf«ty whtn out ikmt during th» d^y 

(Porcont distribution of ^spohoes for tho population age 16 and ovw) 



PopuXaiion ohAractoriotic 



Total 


Very oafo 


Aoaoonably oa^e 


Spmowhat unsafe 


Very unsafe 


Not avallabl* 


lOO.O' 


76.8 


20.8 


1.6 


\ 0.5 ' 


0.2 


100.0 • 
100.0 


70.0 


14.5 

.26.5 ' 


' 0.6 

J?.5 


^'0.3 

0.7 • 


^0.^1 
0.2 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


78.2 . 
68.0 1^ 


. 19^7 

29.7 / 


y^^^^^^ . 1.5 
2.6 
^2.0 


0.4 


0.2 
*0.2 
*0.0 


100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 


80.0 

.77.9 ^' 
80.3 
' 79.5 
74.5 

65-2 . 


18.2 
19.7 ^ 
18. 3 
18.5 
22.6 
30.4 


1.0 J: 

"2.0 

2.9' 


*0.5 ^ * 
»0;4 , - ^ , 
^0.3 

6.4 ' 

0.7 ' 
, 1,1 


*0.0 
»0.3 • 
»0.1 , 
»0.1 


5^^ 100.0 

W 100. 0 


76.8 
76.9- 


21.1 

20.5 


' 1.9 ' ; 


. ' 0,5^, 
' 0.6* >' 


0.2 



m persons (539,600) 

Sex 

Hale (254,600) 

Race 

JNUick 



16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 



(285,000) 

457.900) 
57,600) 
13t900) 

55,800) , 
79.600) 
118,000) 
118.100) 
102,600) 



65 and ov^r (65,600) 

VlctlAiftition experience 
ilDt YlctlAiswl (321(400) 
nctljilied (218,200) 



IKir^Jo Data^ based on queailon ).lh. Detail nay not add to total because of rounding*^llgyred in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
^Sstlmate, based on tero or o«' about 10 or fe%#er sample ^oases,^ is statistically unreliable. ' v* ^ 



\ 



Fopulatlon ohArftct«rl«tl(r 



9m and ««a 
Mil* 

16-19 
30^24 
25-34 

lfrrl9 

3M9 
65 and 



26,900) 
3«S,600/ 
5d,000) 
56,8061 
Ii6,600') 
oy«r (27,^*00) 

2S,900/ 

60,000 I 

61,2007 \ 
,55.800) 
ov«r (33.100) 



T«Mt 1«i MiH>iliV»ti< wiMy •Ml ^nHof Wif (toy 

' (Percent dlotrlbntton of rosponuou 'fbr th« population ago l6 and over) 



Itact «nd age 

16-17^ 
20-24 

* 3J-49 
50-64 



48. TOO) 
72,000) 
106,700) 



102,700) 
95,400) 
65 and over (62.400) 
BUok 

5.500) 
5.600) 
7.500) 
lUOOO) 
5,400) 
5 and ov^r {2,1 



16-19 
20^24 
25-34 
J5-4* 



Total 



* Very safe 



.700) 



, 100. 0 
lOO.O 
100.0 

iio6.o 

100.0 
lOO.O, 

100,0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 



100. 0 

100. 9 

100.0 
,100.0* 
100*0 
100.0 

100.0 
100^0 
100. 0 , 
lOO.O 
100.0 
- 100,0 



90,1 
87.6 
86.0 
85.4 
82.5 
72.7 

70.7 
68.6 
74.8 
74.1 
67.9 
59,8 



81.3 

'79.6 
82.1 
81.5 

75.5 
65.'9 

72.9 
60.5 
58.8 
67*9 
"^56.4 
54.2 



Roasonably oar© 



3omo>f hatNfisa f o 



r 



9.9 
11.6 
13*3 

u.o 

16.1 
23.7 

25-8 
27.4 
23.2 
22.7 
28.0 

35.3 



17.0 
18.2 
16.9 
16.9 
21.8 
29.6 

23.7 
36.4 
36.3 
27.1 
36a 
43-3 



*0.0 
*0.0 
iO.4 
>0.5 
>0.7 ^ 
2.3 

2.5 
3-2 
1.5 
2.3 
3.0 
3.3 



1.3 
1.6 
0.8 
1.2 
1.8 
3.0 

^1.1 

M.9 

>2.7 

»3.3 

H.5. 

^0.0 



Very unsafe 



>0.'0 
^0.5 
^0.2 
^0.1 
^0.4 
>1.1 

»1.1 

»o.3 
^0.4 
^0.8 
0.9 
^1.1 



^0.4 
*o.3 

>0.2 

^0.3* 
0.5 

1.0 

*2.3 
»1.2 
M.4 
M.7 
>3.3 
*2.5 



Not avallabXo 



mnt Data baaed on question lib. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to pop^aation in the group. 
*Ketl«ate, ^based or on about lO or fewer eerf^^le cases, is statistically unreliable. 



^0.0 

>0.3 

^0.1 

*0.0 

^0.2 , 

»0.2 

*0.0 

»0.3 
»0.1 
»0.2 
»0.2 
^0,6 



»0.0 

»0.1 
*0.1 
*0.2 
»o.5 



*0.0 

>0.0 

»0. 

^0. 

»0.0 

>0.0 
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Populitlon charmctorlatic 



UhlU 

16^19 

35-49 



!:3,7W) 
34,900) 
53tlOO) 
49,700) 
3,500) 
65 %xv\ 6wr (2^,000) 

16^19 ( 25,000^ 
20-24 (37.100/ 
25-34 (53.700/ 
35-49, (52,000 1 
50-64 (36,400, 



65 •m ov»r (20,600) 



Black 
Mile 

,16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
' 35-49 
50^ 
65 and 

16-19 
20-24 
25-3A 
35-49 
50-64 
65 tml 



2,300; 
2,600 
3,400 
5,300, 
2,400J 
ov»r 



1,100) 



3t200) 
2t900) 
4,200) 
5,700) 
3,000) 
ov»r (1,600) 



Tabl# 11. N«l0libofb6od Mtoty wh#n out alotw durtnfl Ihf day 

(Percent dlatrlbutlon of r«sponoeo for th« population tgo 16 iixl over) 



Totil 



Very »»fo 



Roisoiwbly oofo 



100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
100,0 
, 100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 



91.4 
80.9 
66.6 
66.6 
63.3 
73.1 



71.7 

70.6 

77.4 

76.5 

69.1 ' 

60-7 



8B.1 
75.1 
7'».4 
77.6 
73.1 
.70.9 

62.3 

46.3' 

46.4 

56*9 

42.1 

42.3 



8.6 
10. 4 
12.7 
12.5 
15.5 
-?3-.3 

2^.0 

21.1 
21. i 
27.1 
34.1 



11.9 
22./. 

22./. 
22.0 
^23-0 

31.9 
50.0 
/*7.5 
31.6 
/♦7.B 
57.7 



Somewhat un»tfo 



^0.0 
^0.0 
^0.5 
^0.6 
^0.7 

2.6 
3.0 
1.1 

V7 
2.8 

3./» 



*0.0 
^0.0 

»o.t> 

^0.0 
»0.0 



^3.7Y 
M*.9^ 
»6.3 
»6.2 
^0.0 



Vo y unaafo 



^0-0 

^0.0 
^0.1 
^0,3 

^0.9 

^0.7 
^0.3 

^0.3 
^0.7 

Ha 



^o.« 

M.6 
^0*0 
^2.5 
^6.1 

^3.9 
^p.O 
^1.2 
^3.2 
^3.9 
^0.0 



*0.0 

^0.0 
^0.0 
^0.3 

^0.'2 

^0.0 
^0.3 
^0.1 
^0.2 
^0.2 
^0.6 



. ^0.0 
^0.0 
M.8 
^0.0 
^0.0 
^0.0 

^0.0 
^0.0 
>0,0 
^0.0 
^0.0 
^0.0 



myttt Dmtm hmswi on question lib. Dettll my iK)t tdd to totil bociuse of rouikling. Flgviros In paronthosos rofor to populntlon In the group. 
^^ItitiMta, basttl on loro or on about lO or fewer sin^lo cases, Is statist Ically unreliable. ^ 
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Paiiulatlon clwr^^Urlitlc 



An|>«r.onli "( 539*5600) \. 

Mi« (254,600) . 
(2i»5,000) 

^'iLvU a«»7,90O) 
Bl»dk (37,«»V 
Oihi> (13,900) 

79.600V 
ltt.000) 
ll«.100) 

llO2,60O) 

65, •nd ov«r (65,600) 

VlotlnlMtlon •jcperlance 
Not vlcti»U»d (32i.i^) 
VlotlmlMd (218,200) 




Tabto ia. Mdghboitioort wrfty whu out atofw H night 



(P rfi.Krlb«tl6n Of r#»pon»«a for IJ» popul*t^otl ago 16 .nd over) 




Very smf© 


Reaaonlibly aafe 


Somewhat unsafe 


Very yriBikfe . 


Not iveUeble 


100.0 


32-5 




16.7 


9,6 


1 o.^^ 


100. 0 
100,0 


47-6 
18.9 


42.3 
39.4 


7-2 
25.3 


2.6 
15.9 


' 0.3 ' 
0.5 


100.0 
X 100.0 
100.0 


33-0 
25-B 
30.9 


' 40.5 
42.7 
46.9 


16.7 
18.1 
13-0 


4 9.4 
12.1 
9.3 


0.3 
*1.2 
»0.0 


100*0 
100.0 ^ 
JOO.O 

ioo.o 

100.0 
100.0 


37.7 

34.9 * 

35.9 

36.1 

28.2 

19-3 


36.4 
40.0 
44.0 
43.5 
41.0 
33.0 


16.5 
17.7 * 
14*6 
13.0 
16.6 
. 23-5 


7.3 
7-2 
5.4 
7.1 


*0.1 
^0.3 
»0.2 
.^0.4 
0.5 
^0.7 


100.0 
100.0 


32.1 
33-1 


41.4* 
39*8 


16.7 
16.8 

i ~ ^ 


9.3 
10. 1 


0.5 

»0.2' 



rk^>«4i not add to total Decause oi rwin*Aii6. 
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Population charactoriatic 




;26,90O) 
3d,600) 
.5BrOOO) 
56, «X)) 
[46,0)0) 
65 «rf over (27. /♦OO) 

:26,700' 

M.ooo) 
60,000' 
6i,aoo^ 

[55, BOO) 
o^r (3^,100) 

lUot mnX 

White 

;48,?00) 
72.000) 
106.700) 
102.700) 

(62.J 




16-19 
20-22^ 
25-34 

50-64 

65 and ovwr 
Bliok 
16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 



.400) 



;5.500) 

,5.aoo) 

7.500) 
11,000) 

5,400) 



Tabto 13. N^AghlNMrhoQd Mfety wfiMi out alont at night 

(Porcont distribution of reoponfion for t.ho jx^pulitlon ogo l6 ond ovor) 



Total 



Vory anfo 



Roononnbly 3a fo 



Sonwwti at u n :i » f 



Vim y unaof d 



65 and ovar (2,70o) 



100,0 
lOO.O 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 

100,0 
lOO.O 
100,0 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100^0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 



57*9 

49.9 

51-6 
42,1 
20.1 

18.9 
18-0 
22.3 
21.7 
16.5 
12.9 



37-7 
35-8 
37-4 
36.9 
2a.3 
19*6 

37-8 
26.5 
170 
30-4" 
22*5 
>11.6 



Not ovallablo 



T7 C\ 


1 0 
4.V 




*0.2 


*0,0 


U.O 


4v2 




1-7 


^0.2 


43.8 


5.4 




^0.7 




41.4 






1.6 


^0,3 


/|/i-5 






3.9 


*0.(» 




18,0 




ib.o 






< I ' < 




13.9 


*0, 2 


30.1 


' 30.3 




120 


*0,4 


44.1 


23.5 




9.9 


^0.2 


45*4 






' 12.2 


^0.5 


38.1 


fi6,5 




18,3 


1^0.6 


25.5 


27.4 




33.3 


^0.9 


38.2 


17.0 




7.0 


^0.1 


39.7 , . 


17.4 




6.8 


10.3 


43-3 


l/f.2 




^ 4.9 


^0,1 


43^8 • ' 


12.4 




^ 6.6 


^0.3 


40.8 


19.1 




11.^1 


*0.4 


32.3 


23.6 




23.8 > 


^0.7 


39.4 


13-4 




12a 


1^0.0 


40.3 


20.7 




9.4 ' 


*0.0 


53-9 


18. 4 




12.3 


M.5 


39.7 


17-9 




8,9 


^1.6 


40»4 


16.3 




10.3 


^3.4 


40.1 


24-7 




17.3 


^0.0 



ItMIi thU^ badltd on question 11a* ^'Detail nay not a(j[d to total b«caua« of rounding. Figures in parenthaaoa r«for to population In the group. 
^iatlJHita, baaad on lero or on about IQ or fewer aki^ple oasea* la atatlatlcelly Unrallabla, , 
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Tabto 14, N«H|hbortiood witty wti#n out afefM at nlfllit 



Population chftr»cUrl9ilc 



(Percent dlatrlbutton of i^opoiwoa for t he population 16 ofKt (^ver) 
Total 




^.700) 
;3i,,900) 
53.1001 
>9.70O) 

X76,oob) 

37.100,1 
53,700» 
2,900) 
2,000) 
ir .(36,/400) 



25-34 
* 35-4^ 
50-64 , . . 
^5 and over 
P^nala 
16-19 

25-34 
: 35-49 
50-64 

65 gttfi ovar 



1,100) 



1,600) 



100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
lOQ.O 
100. 0 

100*0 

100.0' 

100.0 

100.0 

100-0 

100.0 



100, 

100. 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 



ioo.o 

100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100^0 



Very aafo 



50.3 
52.9 
51.2 
5?. 3 
42.3 
29.0 

18,3 
19.6 
23.9 
22.4 
16.7 
12.8 



63.2 
42.9 
31.6 

45t3 
38.1 
"^10.7 



Iloaeonx^bly aftfo 



Somexhat unaafe 



37. 
41. 
42. 
41' 
44.4 
42.1 



39v3- 
37.8 



43.9 
45.9 
i7.8 
3 



1? 



19.9)1 
110.6 ^ 

X6.7 
»9.7 
»12.3 



27.6 
42.5 
60.2 
42.8 
40-5 
61.3 

47.8 
38.2 
^.8 
^.9 
40*4 
^25.Q 



Very unaafe 



No€ available 





9 

5.5 • 

4.4 
9.3 
18. 3 


. ^0.3 
1-5 
1^0.6 
' 1 ^ 

10.1 


»0.0 
%0.2 
»0.1 

*0.3 
»0,4 




28.8 
30.4 

22.8 

2q.o 

27.2 
27. /i 


13.3 
11.7 
^9-2 
11.4 
17- 9^ 
33. 6\ 


»0.2 
, ^.0. 5 II 
*0.1 ^ 

*0.3 ^ 

^0.4 

»0.9 




>9.2 
^10.0 
H.9 
^8.9 
»9.6 
M6.7 


^0.0 

»2,0 
^90 
^11. 3 ' 


^0.0 
*0.0 

»l.l 
»2.5 
*0.0 




16.4 
31.5 
29.3 
26.3 
21.6 . 
^0.4 


15.9 . 
19.7 

14.7 
18.0 
24.0 

32.4 * 


*0.0 
1^0.0 

M.3 
»2.1 

*4.1 ' 
>0*0 . 



question U.. DsUU not .dd io b.c.u-. of rougln.^^^^^^^ p.-nth.,., r^t.- popuLtlon In th» group. 

™ti«IIt^. bH^l on Vo or on about 10 or. f,««i« n^rrplt c.es. is «t.tl,pc,Uy un#*,ll.bU. 



Ml 



Av 
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Table 15. Nal^bofftMMKl dangfroiM •nough 
to ooiiskl«r mbvino 



(Percent distribution of responses for the popul4tion age 16 atxi over) 

— ^ ^ — ■ — 




Population characteristic 



AU^ persons (142,900) 

Sqx 

Male (25,000) 
Female (117,900) 

Race ' 
.White (128,200) 
Black (11,600) 

otW (3,100) 



Age 

16-19 
, 20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 



J3,/f00 
19,900 
23,' 700] 
23,700 
31,3>0) 
65 and over > (31,000) 

VlctlmlEatlon experience 
Ifot victimized (84,000) 
Victlmieed (58,900) 



Total 


Y03 


No 


Not available 


100.0 


11.2 ■ 


86.0 


2.8 


100.0 
lOO.O 


18. 3 

9.7' 


78.3 
87-7 


3.4' 
2.7 


lOO.O 
100. 0 
100.0 


■ / 10 6 

/ 17.8 

i *9.i 


00 • 1 

78.5 
87.5 


2.7 
*3.7 
^3.4 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 


' 13.3 
13.2 
12.7 

, V 11.8 
6.2 


85.1 

82.1 

84.6 

85.9 

84.7 , 

91.5 


y *3.1 
4.6 
2.2 
M.4 
3.5 
' 2. 2 


100.0 
100. 0 




90.1 
80.2 


2,6 
3.1 



NOTE? Data based on question 11c. Detail may not add to total because of arounding. 
in parentheses refer to population in the group, 
*^Bft^tljnate, based on about 10 or fovrer sample cases, ^is statistically unreliable. 



Figure's 



r 



32 ^ 



{2}4.A00) V 

lAiiU U«7,900) 
BlAok (37taw)) 
Othtr (1^900) 



T9.M)) 
Ui,OOD) 

iia«ioo} 



45 awl • (65, too) 
f lot*iiaiuilon txiwritno* 

fiotijid«9d (218,200) 



TaM«1«w UmHatlon or ohang^ In aol^^ \^ i 

(F^ro«nt iU«trDQ«tlx)rt of r«ipoq^ for th« pofMilaiion I6 and over) 



i5d tS; 



100.0 31-7 



100.0 66-5 
100.0 66.0 



100.0 
100*0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100*0 
100.0 
lOO.O 

106.0 
100.0 

100.0 



66. k 
73.2 
55.8 

^.0 

63.0 

67. ? 
73-6 
72.9 

65-4 
60.4 



32.3 
31.2 



31.9 
25.4 
42.2 

37-2 

35-7 

3«.7 

31.0 

23-0' 

^•3 

32.6 
30.3 



1-7 



1.2 
2.0 



U7 
1-4 
»2.0 



»o:7 
1.3 

3. 



.1 
.6 

.0 



Pg9i^g in noijhbort^ 



riot avsllablo Votml Y«fl m Not •v«ll«bl« 



100,0 33^5 61.8 

100.0 31 J 64.3 
100.0 ' 35-4 59.5 



100.0 
100. Q 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
lOO^O 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



32.6 
44.6 
34.2 

31.1 
30.9 
29.1 
32.5 

37.3 

30.6 
37.0 



62.7 
51-0 

61,2 

66.0 
63-1 
67-1 
63.7 
56.5 
51.2 

64.5 
57.8 



4.7 

4-3 
5.1 

4.7 
4-3 

4.7 

2.1 
6.0 

3.0 

3-9 

6.2 . 
6.2 

4.9 
4*5. 



100.0 20.3 71-3 



100,0 
100,0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



22.9 76-0 

33.2 66.4 



27.7 
35. q 

20.2 

21.6 
26.6 
25.4 

33.1 

34-7 

25:4 
32.6 



71.9 
63.4 
71.3 

76.^ 
72.7 
74-4 
71.7 
66.4 
64-9 

74.1 
67.1 



0.4 

0.3 

^ 0,4 

0.3 
»O.0 
>0.4 

»0.1 

0.7 
*0.2 
^0.3 

0.5 
1^0.4 

0.5 
10.3 



0»t« b^vfd bri question' l6ft, l6b, «nd l6c. PaUU not lidd to toUX because of rounding) Figures in perentheeee refer to pppuXetion 
*^lsiimte, tweed on ftbout 10 or tvmr um^U 'tmWf !• etatlsticelljr unrelUble. 



Tabl« 17. Pvrtonal llmlUitlon or change In actlvltiM 
b«cau«# of f«ar of crima 

(Percent distribution of reapqnsea for the population tgo l6 and over) 



Population characteristic 



Sex and age 
Male 
16-19 
20-2A 
^ 25-34 
v'*' 35-/49 
50-64 

65 and ovej 
Female 
16-19 
20-24 

35r^ 
50-6^ 



26,900] 
38,600 
58,000 
6,800 



46,800) 

(27,400) 

28,900) 
41,000) 
60,000) 
61,200) 
55.800) 
65 and over (38,100) 



Race and age 
White 

16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
.50-64 
65 and oyer 
Black 
16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 



48,700) 
72,000) 
106,700} 
102,700) 
95,400) 

(62,400) 



5,500 
5,800 
7,500) 
11,000) 
['5,400) 



65 and over (2,700) 



Total 



Y03 



No 



lOO.O 


20.8, 


79.1 


100.0 


25.7 


73.7 


100.0 


24.6 


75.2 


100.0 


26.9 


72.9 


100.0 


32.8 


66.6 


aoo.o 


34.8 


65.0 


100.0 


23.5 


76.5 


100. 0 


39.0 


59.8 


100.0 


35.0 


64.4 


100.0 


38.4 


60.5 


100-0 


38.4 


61.6 


lOO.O 


40.8 


56.9 



Not, avoilablo 



100.0 


15.8 


84.2 


*0.0 


100.0 


19.5 




*0.8 


100.0 


21.7 


78.1 


*0.2 


100.0 


23.3 


76.5 


^0.2 


100.0 


, 28.8 


70.9 


. *0.2 


100.0 , 


26.1 


73.5 


*0.2 


100.0 


27.0 


. t 72.8 


»0.2 


100,0 


33.3 


66.2 


.^0.6 


100. 0 


29.0 


70.1 


»0.3 


100.0 


32.2 


67.3 


*0.5 


100.0 


36.6 


62.6 


^0.7 


100. 0 


40.9 


58,8 ' 


*0.3 



NOTE: Data based on question l6c. Detail may not add to total 
In, parentheses refer to population in the group I , 
^Estimate, baaed on zero or lOn about 10 or fewer sample casis. 



^0-1 
*0.7 
*0.2 
*0.2 
0.6 
*0.3 

*0.0 
n.l 
*0.7 
H.l 
»Q.0 
*2.3 



because of roun(^g. Figures 
is statistically unrelitble. 



<0 



34 



t 



TtUh 1«. PvfMMMrf llmltatloo or chm^f In MttvlttM 

of fMMT of 



(Percent diatrlbution or responses for the jljpulation oge l6 and over) 



opulation characteristic 



Total 



163 



ace, sex, and age 
Whit<> 
Male 

16-19 
20-2^ 
25-3^ 
35-i*9 
50-6U 

65 and 9ver 
Peroale 

16-19 
20-2/^ 

25-3U 

5O-6U 



23,700 
34,900 
53,100 
49,700 
43f500] 

(26,000) 

25,000] 
37,10Q 
53,700 
52,900 
.52,000] 
65 and over (36,400) 




2,300] 
2,800 
',400 
5,300 
2,400; 
over (1,100) 

3,200; 
2,900 
4,2001 

3, cod] 

over 4lf600) 



No 



100.0 


14.1 


85.9 


100.0 


19.7 


79.5 


lOO.O 


21.2 


78.7 


100.0 


:^2.i 


77.7 


100.0 


28.6 


71.1 


100.0 


25.9 


73.9 


^100.0 


27-1 


72.7 


100. 0 


31.2 


68.1 


100.0 , 


> 27.9 


71.8 


100.0 


31.3 


68.4 


100.0 


36.3 • 


62»9 


100.0 


41.1 


58.6 



100.0 


28.0 


72.0 


100.0 


19.9 


77.8 


ioo.o 


28.7 


69.8 


100.0 ^' 


36.6 


62.4 


100.0 


33.2 


66.8 


100.0 


^39.1 


55.3 


100.0 


20.4 


79.6 


100.0 


57.5 


42.5 


100.0 


40.0 


60.0 


100.0 


40.2 ' 


58.7 


100.0 


42.6 


57.4 


100.0 




58.1 



^Jot available 



*0.0 
^0.7 
10.1 
^0.1 
^0,,3 
^0.2 

.*0.2 
^0.6 
^0.3 
^0.3 
^0.8 

^0.3 



*0.0 
^2.3 
»1.6 
M.l 

^$.6 



*0.0 
*0.0 
*0.0 

n.l 

^0.0 
^0.0 



D»ta basfKj on queation l6c. . Detail nviy not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to popiilation In the gfoup. . ./.^ t4 

'^Bstl^te, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample caSes, is statistically unreliable. 

er|c . V 



as 



T«bl# 19. Most Important rtason for Mlactlng prM«nt n^lghbortiood 



(PorCAnt. dlotrlbut loii of ftnow<M-y by !iouaohold roniK:)ndont a) 



tKxisohoId cliaractorXstic 



AU houeaholdfl (165,200) 

whiu (ua.aoc^) 

BlACk (11,800) 
Othor (i»,600) 

Aniiual faiiilY 1jv;o«io 

Lass Ihkn i3,000 ( 20,000) 
$3.00O-$7.A99 (/♦3.900) 
$7.500~$9,99V (21,500) 
$lO.00O-$li.,999 ( 3A./^00) 
$l5,000-$2i»,999 (27,200) 
$25,000 or ■or© (9,900) 
Not •vmll|iblo (e,300) 

VlctljniMtlon oxporionco 
Not viotiniied (94,'»00) 
VictiBliod (70.a00) 



Alwayo llvod In 
Tota 1 no Ighborhootl 



Noighborhood 
charactorintic 



Good uchoolo 



3nfo frwn 
rrlrm> 



Uck of 
choiiTo 



Chi 

Right prlco Location of 



ractor 

houno 



lotlcu Othor aiKl 

not avnilablo 



100.0 


2-6 




2-4 


0.8 


7.3 


13-3 


35-3 


13.0 


6.9 


lOO-O 


2.6 


\ 

P IB./, 


2.5 


0,8 


6.0 • 


13.3 


36.3 


12.9 


7.2 


.• inr> n 


Xo o 




* 1 . o 


In 


lO.o 


15.8 


21.9 


12.0 


-~5t3 


100.0 


*0.0 


20.5 


> 1.3 


^0.0 


19.0 


^5.5 


37.4 


14 O 


M.2 


100.0 


2.'j 


12.H 


3-7 


M.4 


9-9 


16-6 


- 

41.4 


5.7 


5-9 


100.0 


2.4 


17.4 




^0.7 


8.2 


17. 1 


37.0 


9-4 


/> 7 


lOO^O 


2,6 


17,6 


^2.2 


M.2 


8.5 


12.3 


36-7 


13-0 


6-0 


100,0 


^ 2.U 


19.4 


2.6 


. ^0.1 


7*1 


12.2 


33-5 


16.4 


6.2 


100.0 


2.9 


21.0 


3-0 


M.o 


4-0 


11.0 


31.0 


16-2 


X 0.4 


100.0 


*2.3 


2/,. 3 




M.4 


M.4 


5.1 


31.6 


22.4 


7.4 


100.0 


^^2.2 


19-5 


*o.o 


^p.o 


12.4 


9.4 


33.9 


13.3 


8.4 


100.0 


2.5 


19.1 


1.9 


0.7 


6.9 


11.3 


37.2 


13.3 


7.1 


lOO.O 


2,6 


17.9 


Kl 


0.9 


7.0 


16.0 


32.7 


12.5 


6.5 


Do tall tmy iK>t 


add to total 


bocauso of rounding. 


Figures 


in pnrontho9on 


r«fjBr to 


households 


in tho group. 






about 10 or Towor 


9an^)lo case? 


, la atatlatlcall^r unrolloblo 















NOTEx Uit« basod on question 2a 



TaMa 20l Moat hnpolrtant laaMm for itavin g 

(Porcont distribution of answers by household respondents) 



HouMhold characteristic 



Living Influx 

Characteristics Wanted better Wanted cheaper arrangements of bad 

tt)tal Location of house house house * Forced out changed eleiMnte 



Other 

Neighbo|;!hood and not 
Crime characteristica available 



All houMholds (165,200) 100. 0 2d .5 



Race 

White (148.800) 

Black (11,800) 

Other (4 #600) 

Annuel fe»ily Inoona 
Leae then $3,000 (20^000) 
$3,«)0-l7.499 (43.900) 
I7,500~$9,999 ( 21,^ 



,500) 

|10,000-$14,999L 
$15,00(V$24,999 (27,200) 
$25,000 or wore (9.900) 
Not mUable (8,300) 

VlctlMleation experience 
Not vlctljelEed (94f400) 
Vlotijilsed (70,800) 



100. tf 
100.0 

100,0 

100.0 
rlOO.O 
100.0 
100,0 
100. 0 
lOO.O 
100.0 

100. 0 
100.0 



29.1 

tl 

35.0 
•28.7 
29.6 

26.0 

26.0 
28.8 

27.3 

29.3 
27.4 



11.9 

11.8 
15.8 



9 

7 

13 
15 

14.$ 
9.1 



12.0 
11.8 



18. 4 

17.7 
26.1 
19.6 

9.2 
12.6 
17.4 
23.9 
30.0 
20.0 
11.7 

19.3 
17.2 



5.4 

5.1/ 
7.7 
11.2 



8.4 

10.0 
4,2 
4.0 

»0.1 

M.4 
*3.0 



5.1 

4.8 

9.2 
M.4 



4. 
5* 
5. 
5. 
4< 
M. 



8.1 

5.2 
4.9 



12.8 


0.4 


1.0 


7.1 


9.4 




I. ^ 








13.3 


0.4 


0.8 


7.1 


9.9 


8.6 


^0.6 


< *2.5 


6.9 


»4-0 


*8.8 


»0.0 


M.3 


>6.3 




15.3 


*0,0 


M.2 


8,9 


7.4 


15.9 


»0.1 


1.2 


•8.0 


:io.3 


12.6 


*0.2 


M.4 


7.7 


/ 7.4 


10.2 


*0.6 


*0.9 


5.4 


y 7.7 


9.7 


*0.4 ^ 


"'.*0.4 


6.5 


< 9.0 


13.0 


*0.5 


Jj.9 


^.7 


1^.5 


11.2 


M.6 


*o.o 


. 8.4 


. 19.4 


11.8 


^0.4 


0.7 


6.9 


10.1 


14.1 


*0.4 • 


1.4 


7.8 


8,6 



NpTKt Oit« baeed on question 4a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer t,o households in the group, 
^bitimte, baaed on sere or on about 10 or fewer sanple cases 1 is statistically unrellabXe. 



TaM* 21. WlwtlMr or ncjl Vhw undMlrabto 
ntlghbofhood ^raotoilttlca . 

(Percent distribution of a nsyora by household respondents ) 

J ^ . IT TVvfoT .Yes No ^ Not -available 

Household characteristic Total J 

All households (255AOO) " 100.0 3U.k 65.2 O.U 

"^SSite (232.0(«), . 100.0 . . 64.a ' ^0 3 

• Black 17.700) ' lOO.O 31.3 67-9 
Other (5.700) - % 

Annual family income * ~ o/l' » ai / j *0 0 

Less than $3,000 ( 28.0p0) 100.0 36.J 63.^ / . ^0-0 

$3.00O-$7./.99 (63.»0 op.O 31.1 68.^ / 

$7.50O-$9,999 ( 29,900) W.O 34-0 65 2 ^ 

$10,000-$14,999 55,800 - 16O.O . 37-9 b2 o 

$15,000-124,999 (46,000) mO 39.9 ^ ^ 

$25,000 or more (l7,000) iW.O 39-4 70.5 

■ Jtot available (15.600) 100.0 22.4 76.4 1-2 . 

Vict imizatidh experience ort A 70 9 - O.4 , 

Not victimized (156.000) '^^^'^ ' fA ^11 2 ^0-2 

M±ctim±z6d (99,400) 100-0 ^^'^ ^^^'^ 

^ NOTE: DaU based on question 5a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 

in parentheses refer to households in the group. tot^-t^n«nv .mrellAble. 
^Estimate, based on zero or. on about lO or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable . 

1 . " 



Household charac.t oris tic 



AU houooholds (rtO.OOO) 
Race 

Whito (ao,8oo) 

Bl«cK (5/500) 
Other* (1,700) 

Annual family incocne 

Loaa t,h^n $3,000 (l0,200) 
$3.00a-$7.^99' (19,600) 
$7.500-$9,999 (10,200) 
$10.00(>-$U.999 (21,200) 
$15,00O-$2;h999 (l8,i»00) 
^$25,000 or mQr<5 (5,000) 
V>jot avBilable (3,500) 

VictimiMtion experience 
Not vlciljniBed (/,/». 6OO) 
VictimiwMi U3,400) 



T«bl# 22. Most important n#ighbortiood problem 

(Porcont distrlljutlon of onowqro by housohold rospondonts) 



Total Traffic , parking 



Enviroiin»ontal 
problomo 



Crinw 



100,0 

100,0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 . 
100.0^ 

100'. 0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 

iOo;o- 

lOO.O 



" i/.o 

U 7 
11.2 
^9.2 

12.3 
16.5 
U.l 
l/*.7 
16.0 
13/9 
>7.l 

l/,.8 

.13.^9 



Public 

tranoportotion 





8.9 


2./, 


35.) 


8.6 


;\ i 


^3;>,; 


' 11.8 


^2,5 


^22.3^ 


M/».6 


^7*0 


37^3 


12. /» 


M.l 


35./, 


12.2 


^2.1 


^3.0 


•9.1 


»2.1 


30.3 


8.5 


2.7 


33.9 


5./* 


2.8 


A 1.3 


" »2.8 


- M.8 


28.3 


^9-1 ' 


^0.0 


35*8 


' 5.0 


3.2 


34.3 


12.9 ' 


1.6 



Inadoqualo 


InJTlux of 


Problems with 


Other and 


schools , ahoppiiig 


bad olomonta 


neighbors 


not available 


6.9 




19.3 


92 






^ 18.8 




^5Jft 


, ^3-3 


, . 23,1 






^^3-1 


^.7 


' ^8.9 


*2,.5 


M.O ' 


18.7 


" 12.7 


3.2 


- A.2 


18,8 


- 7-6 


5.6 • 


^3.9 


17.5 


7.7 


8./» 


A^3' 


21.5 


9.5 


•11.7 


3.9 


' 17.7 , 


8,5 


^8.1 


H.6 . 


16-6 


11.0 


^^7.1 


^8.9 


2?.l 


M2.3 






19.0 


9.9 ' 


?'3 




19.6 


0.6 



NOTE; 



tir ..^^^ bjaeSi on qiieiUon 5». OatJiil npy not ^dd to total because of rounding.. Figures in parentheses refer to hoxjseholds in the <iroup. 
^Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer ,samp3^e cases, is statistically unreliable. ^ 



-J 



• TaW* 23. Wh«tfw or not major food shopping 
don« In th« n«lghl>ort)a|Ml 

(PQyl^pnt distribution of answers by household respondents; 



Household characteristic 



AU households /( 255, 400) 

Race 

White (232,000) 

Black (17,7O0r) 

Other (5,700) 

Annual family InGome 

Less than $3,000 (28,000) 
$3,(XX>-$7,/f99 (63,200) 
$7,50O-$9,999 ( 29,900) 
$10,000-$U,999 (55,600) 
$15,0O(>-$24,999 (46,000) 
$25,000 or more (17,000) 
Not available (15, 600) 

Vict liniMit ion ejqoerience 
Not victimized (156,000) 
Victimized (99,400) 



Total 


Yes 


No 


100. 0 


73-5 


25-8 . 


100.0 


74-8 


24-4 


100.0 


61.2 


38.8 


100.0- ^ 


58.0 


41.0 








Voo.o 


75.7 


23-4 


lOO.O 


73.3 


' 26.2 


100.0 


71.9 


27.8 


100.0 


72.6 


26.8 


100.0 


71-7 


27.7 


100.0 


77.6 


21.8 


100.0 


77.7 


20.0 


100.0 


75.8 


23.4 


100.0 


70.0 


29.6 



Not available 



0.7 

0.7 
*0.0 
^0.9 

^0.8 
^0.4 
*Q.3 
*0.6 
^0.6 
^0.5 
^2.4 

0.8 
*0.4 



NOTE: 



Data based on question .6a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figux^s 
in parentheses refer to households In the group. . xx. ^4 Lh„ki 

^Estimate, bagecl ,QXi zerp or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrteliabl 
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f /■ 

^..^^TtSim 24. Mott important rMlson lor not doing m«|or food shopping In tli« n#lghlKHtK>od 








(Percent dlotrlbution of nnaworo 










Uousdt^cjitl characteristic 




No neighborhood etorco 


1 • ■ 

Inodoqunto otoroa 


Jligh prices 


Crime 


lk>l available 


All KoufMJholds (66.000) 


•100.0 


17-9 


19.6 


55.3 


^0.1 


7.0 


Race 

Hhlto (56.700) 
Bl«ck (6,900) 
Other (2.300) 


lOO.O 
100-0 
lOO.O 


18^8 

n.5 


10.5 
33.2 
*6-.0 


55.2 
/i8.0 
80. 3 


*0. 1 
^0.0 
*0.0 


7.4 
M.2 


Annual faiiily h^oem 

Laso than $3,000 (6,600) 
$3,O00-$7.499 (16,500) 
l7„500-$9,999 '(^,300) 
$10,000-$1A,999 (15,000} 
ll5,«XVf^i,999. (12,700) 
$25,000 6r more • (3,700^ 
lot available (3?100) 


100.0 
, lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 ■ 
10a 0 

100.0 
100.0 


23.7 

l^.o 
'^'^ 

ilt,0 
20,6 

28.2 *, ' 
IB.I 


20,5 

18-0 

17. 7" 

22.5' 

16.7 

17.2 

32.9 


31.2 
5A.0 
66.1 
61.6 
60./, 
ii9.5 
36.5 


*0,8 

*0.0 

*0.0 

*0.0 

*0.0 ^ 

*0.0 

*0.0 


23.7 
9*3 

*2.0 
^2.i, 
*5.1 
^12.6 


Vict Inlsat Ion oxporlonco 
Not victimized (3^,500) 
Victimised --<29, 500) 


lOO.O 
lOO.O 


, 18.7 
17.0 


19.8 
19. A 


. 5i*.3 
56.6 . 


*0,1 
^ *0.0 


7.1 

7.0 


NDTKi Duta based on question 
^Kotlraate, based on zero or 


6a. OetaU^ 
on about 10 or 


not add to total because of rounding. Flgureo in paronth'Aes 
fewer 5ani|)le cases, is statiaticftlly unreliable. ^ 


i^fer to households 


In the group. 





ERIC 
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TbM# 2S. Pvvfwnvd loctUon ffift owmvmI ivMralWMKllM ^j^opplno 

(Porcoiit, distribution of answers by household resf>ondents) 



Suburban or 

Hou8ehol<^ characteristic Total neighborhood Downtown No^- available 



All hbuseholds (255,400) 100.0 6&.7 9-0 ^ 2.3 

Wflte (230i000) lOO.O 89.5 ^ 8.2 2.3 

Black (17»700) , lOO.O 79.6 17.9 *2.4 

Other (5,700) ' 100.0 ^ 6^.%^ 12.7 ^2.7' 

Annual family incoiii»'~\ ^ ' 

^ Less than $3,000 U^,000) 100.0 . 78.7 18.8 2.5 

$3,O0a-$T<,499 (637*0) 100,0 ' 85.7 12.2 2.2 

•$7,500-$9,999 (29,900) lOO.O 91.8 7-0 M.2 

, $1Q^000-$14,999 (55,flOOK 100,0 12.2 ' 6.3 . I.4 

tl5/Kb-i2k,'m 1146,000 j 100.0 92.8 J. 7 l.A 

$25,000 or more (l7,00o) 1XX).0 91-9 A. 6 3.5 
Not available ( 15,600) . , lOO.O 84.8 6.7 .8.5 

VictimisAtion i^xperienc^ ^ V 



Not victimized (l56,OOa#;. iOO.O 88.0 9.4 \ 2.6 

Victlmi2s«d (99,400) ' 100.0 89.8 8.4 1.8 



ICTEx Data based on quegtion 7a# Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
*in p^rttithesea refer to households in the group. ^ 
^Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer *arn)le cases, is statistically unreliable. 



* 
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I Tmbi% 28. Most Importi^nl reason lor usually. doi>pg genaral merchandlae shopping 

In lha suburbs (or nalghborhood) or downtown . ^ ^ 

(Poroohl^ difltribotion of •ndworo by houoohold voopprKliuito) 
_ ^ : . . , . 

l^p« of shoppor mnX Dollor Uott^r Mor« Uoiter uolccHon, CrWiw In Boll or Ti-ofor mIojoo, Olhor mwl 

hou9QhoId cJitJT&ctorioLic l\)tol parking lromn>ortutlon ronvonlyi\J, ntoro* ott^roi} r)t!iof Un ?it Ion otoro lumi o Pyl lor priro» lorollon. otr. nol iivi»lliiblo 



dubur\uin (or iioighborhoixi) 
shop|)or9 

kU houtioholdn (;i^6.600) 



¥hlU 
UUck 
Other 




100.0 

100.0 
IW.O 
100.0 



12.7 

i:k6 

1/../, 



VlctlnlMtlon oxporlonco 
Not vlctjDplBod (137.300) 
Vloilml»o\ (89.300) 

Downtown shopi^ro 

AU hovinoholda (23»O00) 

Raco 

Hliito (19,100) 

Dlvck (3,^) 

Other (TOO) 

Aimu«l family Incomo 

h9oo than $3,000 (5,300) 
$3,000-$7./.99 ( 7,700) 
$7,5fX>-$9,999 (2,100) 
$lO,00O~$U.999 (3,500) 
$15,00O-$2Z,,999 ( 2,6O0) 
$25,000 or more (tlOO) 
Not •vailablo (1,000) 

Vlctljnlsatlon ox])orionco 
Not vlctljnlKod (14.700) 
Vlctlwieod (d,300) 



100.0 
iOO.O 



100.0 

lOO.O 
100.0 
lOO.O 

XOO-0 
100.0 
IQO.O 
100.0 
100.0 
ftX),0 
lOO.O 

lOO.O 
lOO.O 



12.5 
13-2 



»0.7 



^0.0 
H).0 

*0.0 
^0.7 
*2.5 
*0.0 
M.9 
>0.0 
10. o 



*l.l 



1.2 



1.2-, 

M.n 

M.O 



jAi $3,000 ( 22,000) 


100.0 


5. 


9 




5 


$7,/,99 (54.100) 


100.0 


10. 


.1 


1. 


7 


$9,999 (27.500) 


100.0 


12- 


•7 


M. 


,0 


^-$14,999 (51,500) 


100.0 


1/.. 


.6 


>0. 




^-$2/,,999 (42.700) 


HX).0 


u>. 


4 


V). 


.A 


► or mortj (l5«700) 


100.0 


14. 


/» 


»0. 


9 


JUblo (13.200) 


ia.).o 


w.. 


, ?. 


^ 1. 


/. 



0.9 



4.15^ 

H).0 



H.7 
10./, 
*0.0 
*2.B 
M.9 
»0.0 
>0.0^ 

r* 6.B 



1 




47.2 
43-0 



32-2 

V.7 

2tT.0 
*35.2 

47.0 
31.6 
27. B 
17.5 
21. « 
»29.2 
»29.0 



34.3 
2a.4 



-v. I) 

■.n.o 

'27.0 
14.7 

22. 1 
21.3 
19.7 
.»2.A 

26.1 



22.1 
21.0 



)1.0 



•^2-5 
2:^. 3 
*.^7.3 



26.9 
25.9 
27.4 

30.1 

/»5.4 
*/,1.5 
*29.3 

20.5 
35./* 



0..' 


0. s 




0.1 


0. ^ 


60 


>0.0 


»0. j 


7.2 


>^0.0 


M.O 


10./, 


>0.9 


>0.0 




^0.1 


*0.6 


0.0 


^ofo ' 


^0.0 






M).2 


s.o 


^0.2 


»0. I 






>0.6 


*2.1 


^0.0 




't . 2 


^0.1 


»0.1 






0.6 


0./, 


* 

^0.0 


»o.o\ 


10.1 


""■^O.O 


Vo.o 1 


r 9.9 


^0.0 


U)-0 1 




^0.0 


»\o 1 


1 »22.0 








>0.0 


^0.0 


r ' 10-3 


»^0.0 


*o.o 1 


r . 13-0 


*0.0 


*0.0 


*7-6 


^0.0 • 


*0,0 


*8.0 


»0.0 


*0.0 


V).l 


*0.0 


^0,0 


- Ml. 7 




*0.0 


^5.0 


*0.0 


yQ.O 


9.5 


»0.0 


>0.0 


11.1 



0^2 
V. 1 
>6. 1 



MO.O 
7.3 

9.4 
10. 1 

0.2 

80 



13.0 
26.0 
Ml. 5 

»6.6 
0.9 
30.2 
20.2 
M7.6 
M7.'i 
^29.2 

15. 5 
15.3 



\.0 

2.0 
6.0 
^1.0 

3.6 
2.0 
3.1 
3.4 
2.2 
^2.9 
»2.9 



3.2 
2.6 



5.4 

*6.6 
^0.0 



.0 
6 

^/♦.5 
H.2 
»5.7 

»0.0 
M.O 

4./. 
7.3 



VOpii Ihlm bdood on quaotlon 7b. Dotall my not odd to t-otal boc«uoo of rouiKllJig. Flgurott In pAronthooos rofor to hbunoJioldo in tlio group. 
ifKatlJntte, b^sed on Koro or on «tbout 10 or fowor 9ftni]>lo c»ooo, la statist loally imroliabla. 




Tabto'27. Changt In th« frtquancy with which parsons 
want out for avanlng antartalnnMnt 



» 


< 

(Percent distribution of 


responses 


for the 


populal/ion* age 


16 and over) 




Population characteristic 


Total^ 


More 


^1 Sojne 


^ Less 


Not 


available 


^ : ^ — = 

All persons (539,600) 


lOO.O , 


20.3 


^* 41.7 


37.7 




0.3 


Sex 

Male (254,600) 
Female (i285,00O) 


lOO.O 
100.0 


20.7 
20.0 


42.6 
40.8 


36.4 
39.0 


> 


0,3 

0.2' 


Race 

-White ( 
Black 1 
Other ( 


; 487, 900) 

37.800) 
'13,900) 


100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 


20.3 
21.9 
16.7 


42.3 
33.4 
42.6 


37.2 
44.2 
N40.3 




\ 0.2 
^0.5 
»0.4 


Age 

16-19 1 
20-24 1 
25-34 ( 
35-49 ( 
50-64 1 
65 and ( 


;55,800) , 

79-, 600) : 

llB.OOO) ' 

118,100). 
(102,600) - 
3ver (65,600) V 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


46.7 
29.4 
21.2 
16.6 
10.8 
6.9 


23.2 
23.6 

, .35.9 
48.6 

55.5 
55.4 


30.1 . 
46.9 ^ 
42.6 

34.4 
33.5 
37.1 




*0.0 
*0.1 
^0.3 

.^0.4 , 

^0.2 
^0.6 


Victimization e:qD^''^®"ce 
Not victimized (321.400) 
Victimizecl (21,^3,200) 


100.0 
100. 0 


17.9 
23.9 


46.3 
34.8, 


'35.5 
41.0, 




0.3 
^0.2 



NOTO: Data base^ On question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding* Figures 
in parentheses refer to population in the group* . ^ 

'•Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable* 



T«M# 2^ Mm! important rtMon for Incrtatlng or dtdfMwIng tho (rM|u#ncy 
^ wllh whioh f^mno9\t wm\\ out for •vMiInO •ntortalnmant 



(Percent dlBtribution of redponaeo for tho population ago l6 »t\d ovor) 



1^ of oImii^ In frequenoy 
•nd population oh»r«ct eristic 



iy>iail Money 



Pltceo to 

go, otc. 



ponvonlonco 



Own 
hoe 1th 



Trinopor- 

*^t»tlon 



Ago FamUy 



Activltloo . 
otc . 



Want to, 

CrlnKJ \ otc. 



Firvons goin^ out mor^ often 
AU paraonfl (109,700) 
Sex 

mU ^(52,700) 
F^le (57,000) 

MhiU 

DUck 
Othtr 

16-19 

25-34 
35-/i9 



i 



(99,100) 
(^•300) 



300) 



(26,100^ 
(23,400 
25,000 
19,600t 
(11,100,1 



65 und over (4,600) 

?iotl«iiAiion •xperlenoe 

Wot victlja«ed (57,400) 
Victlj«i»ed (52,200)^ 

Perflons going out less often 
AU parsons (203,700) 

mU (92;600) 
F^la (111,100) 



Race 
tfhlte 
BUok 
Other 

16-19 
20-?4 
25-34 
35-49 

65 ind 



181 AOO) 

16,700) 

5,600) 

16, •00) ^ 

37, 300 t 
50,3001 
40,600 
34,^00) 
over (34,300) 



Vict IJiisat ion experience 
Not viotlMiBed (114,100) 
VictljKiMd (89,600) 



1 rv^ r\ 


1.0r\J 


^ f\ 0 
1 u . 7 


- 


0 0 


^ . <-> 


10^0 


16.9 


17.3 


3.3 


. ^0.3 


f»-3 


inn 0 




20. 4 






' 2,0 


100.0 


16.5 


16.7 


3.3 


0.9 


3.6 


100. 0 


13.'. 


17.4 


*2.7 


»0.7 


*4-5 


100.0 




33.3 


*7.1 


>0.0 


*0,0 




{ • y 


9T 7 


*• 1 . 0 


*0.0 


12. /» 


100.0 


20.2 


20.5 


3.0 


*0.3 


M.4 


100.0 


26.7 


19-8 








100.0 


16.0 


" 10.7 


•3.3 


M.5 


»0.3 


100.0 


6-2 


16.9 


6.8 


*2.7 / 


*0.6 


100.0 


*7-4 


19.4 






*1.3 


100.0 


15.9 


19.9 


J. 4 


1.2 


2.0 


lop.o 


16.0 


17.9 


3-3 


^0,6 


5.3 




* 

19 7 


/. 7 


1.0 


5-6 




100.0 


* 3'.-3 


/♦.o 


1.0 


l,.0 


2.6 




1 • 


*J 2 


0.9 




2-4 


lOO.'O 


33.4 


il.7 


0.8 


5-9 


2.2 


100.0 


29.3 


3.6 


M.7 


M.7 


4.1 


100.0 


21.4 


*5.2 


*2.l 




H.6 


100.0 


32.3 


9.4 


*0.7 


»0.3 


7.3 


100.0 


37.8 


6.6 


*0.2 


»0.7 


1.7 


100.0 


38.2 


3.2 


1.3 


»0.8 


1.9 


100.0 


35*9 


3-2 


1.4 


3.0 


1.3 


100.0 


27.6 


3.9 


^*1.4 


9.2 


1.5 


100,0 


15.4 


. 5.0 


^^0.2 


25.5 


5.2 


100.0 


29.4 


•5.2 


0.7 


7.2 


2.6 


100.0 


36.9 


4.0 


. 1.3 


3.5 


2.4 



1 



l\.(> 

8.2 
9.0 

8.3 

'12.4 

24 . ) 
10. 0 
»0.J 
^0.6 
»2.6 
*6.3 

6.6 
10.8 



5.1 

5.5 
4-8 

5.2 
A. 6 
*3.3 

*1.1 
*0.8 
*1.0 
4.3 
8.5 
19.4 

6.2 
3.6 



17.'^ 

n.o 

19.8 



8. (J 



11.0 

6.8 




17.3 

15.5 
18.8 

17.0 
16.1 

27.6 

12.3 
19.7 
24.6 
18.2 
12.1 
7.3 

17.2 
17.4 



13.6 

15.8 
11.7 

13.2 
16.1 
17.3 

22.5 
17.2 

15.5 
13.0 
11.1 

2.2 

12.4 
15.0 



^0.2 



*0.2 

»oli 

»0.7 
»0.0 



»0.0 
»0.6 
»0.0 
^0.3 
»0.0 
*0.0 



*0.1 
»0.3 



1.8 

1.2 
2.3 



1.8 
»2,1 
*2.0 



*0.7 
^0.6 
*0.2 
*0.9 
3.6 
6.7 

2.0 
1.6 



16.6 

I71O 
16.2 

16.3. 

23.7 

*4.3 

15.2 
17.3 
14-5 
17.7 
18.9 
21.5 

16.1 
17-1 



9-9 

9.8 
10.0 

9.6 
14.0 
*7.1 

8.2 
7.6 
8.1 
12.2 
15.1 
7.0 

11.0 
8.4 



Other and not 
avsilsble 



>.6 



5-5 
5.6 

5.6 
H.l 
^6.9 

2.6 
6.9 
5.9 
6.8 
7.5 
3.7 > 

6.4 



6.0 

6.3 
57.9 

6.1 

6.7 

*3.l 



5.1 

7.1 

5.1 

6.6 5k 

6-1 

4-3 

6.1 
6.0 



HOTKi DlitA b«Md on <)Ue0tion 8b 
^totlnttia. hft»*d on lero or on 



Detail raey not edd t6 total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group, 
about 10 or fewer sample oases, is 8t»tistic«lly unreli«ble. 




/ 



lilon ,chur*ot«rl«ilo 



. AU p«rMM (i>29,700) 

ntU (212.*00)\ 
fmml9 (217.2&0) 

Hem 

(tU»r (9t400) 



a(K2^ 

35-49 



65 wid oif»r (33.000) 



flotlKlMilon •Jipf rime* 
npt riQtiMiu9A (245.400) 
notiAlMd (ia4»300) 




TaM« ail. PtooM uMMlly vMltd for Wmlng MiltrtalnfiMnt 

(percent dietrltutlon of r^fporwes for the population mgp 16 and over) 



100.0 

lOO.O 
100. 0 



100.0 
100.0 
100,0 

100.0 
100.0 
100*0 
100*0 
100.0 
100*0 

100.0 
100.0 



Insld« olty 



77.e 



77.4 
7^.1 



77.2 
80.6 



60.0 
76.9 
7i.5 
77.7 
75.6 
78.5 

77*9 
77-5 



Outside city 



15.0 

14.9 
15.0 

s 

15.5 
7.7 
12.1 

U.6 
16-3 
14.5 
14.7 
15-3 
13.9 

14-6 
15.4 



About equal 



Not eVsllable 



7.2 

7.5 

6.9 

7.2 
6.8 
7.3 

5.2 
6.7 
7-0 
7.5 
8.9 
7.6 

7-4 
7.0 



ibsi DftU b«0#d <m quttiion dd* DtUll n^y iKxt add to total l^ecauee of rounding. Flyurea In parentheses refer to population In the group. 
^itotlJMttt, b«a«d on itro or on about 10 or fewer sanple cases, Is statistically unreliable. 



^0.1* 

*0.1 
*0.1 

*0.1 

*p.o 

>0.0 

/ *0.1 
*0.2 
*0.1 
*0.1 
*0.1 
*0.0 



*o.i 

*0.1 



Tabto 30l Mo*« Impoc tm rNwon for UMiaNy sMklnfl •¥«f^ •ntortalnm«f«t imidf or outetde lh« cMy 

(Porcont dlotr.lbutlon of rosponooo for tho pojnUation ago ^6 nnd ovor) 



lypa of pl£co «i)d popu- 
lation oharactorlatlc 



ConvdnioiiGO, Parking, Crinw In Moro Pro for Otlior oroa Krlondn, OlH^r 

Total etc. traffic othor ploco to do facJllitio.i more oxponoivo roJol^lvoo r\o\ aVoUablo 



Poraono entorialnod innldo city 
All iHjraona (l3/»/lOO) 

Sox 

Male (l6i,600) 
Fon^lo (16V,SCX)) 



Race 

Wilio 
Black 
Other 

Ago 

16-19 
20-2;* 
25-3/* 
35-/*9 
50- 6J!, 



005,200) 

(21,300) 

(7.600) 

(82, MX)) 
(73.000) 
[55, /.OO) 



65 and over (25,900) 

Victimisation oxpcrlonce 
Not vlctimlRod (191,200) , 
Victimized (l/,2,900) 

Persons ontortalnod outoldo city 
All porgons (6/»,300) 



Sox 
Male 



(31,700) 



Female (32.600) 



Race 
White 
Dlack 

Othor 

Age 

16-19 
20-2/, 

25-3^ 
35-/^9 
50-6/* 



61,300) 

1,900) 

1.100) 

(7/500) 
(11,900) 
(15.200) 
(13,600) 
[11,200) 



65 and ovor (A. 600.) 

Victimisation experience 
Not victimized (35.900) 
Victimized (28,/^00) 



1 n 
lUU . u 


00- .> 


n 'J 
U. / 


109.0 


66. A 


0.7 


100.0 


66.') ' 


o.n 


100.0 " 


65.9 


0.7 


100.0 


73. /♦ 


^0.6 


100. 0 ' 


71.5 




100.0 


72. n 


*0.9 


UX).0 


60.6 


^0.5 


100. 0 


67. 7 




100.0 


6'>.l 


*0.6 


100^47 


6'). 1 


] , ^ 


100.0 


6a . /, 


M.l 


100.0 


65.0 


0.9 


100.0 


67- 


0.6 


lOO.O 


/. 1 9 


. 2 


100.0 


/W4.1 


5.6 


^0 


39.7 




100.0 


U2.2 


5.3 


100.0 


31.8 


^2.6 


100.0 






100.0 


/a.i 


»3.3 


100.0 


36.6 


*3.1 


100.0 


/.5.1 


5.3 


100.0 




5.9 


100. 0 


u.i 


0.3 


100.0 


38./* 


'3.7 


p 

100.0 


, U-O 


U^9 


100.0 


39.2 


5.5 





^ A 




1 - 




6.9 


J9.6 


1. ) 




«« ■) 


>('> / 


1 .u 


*0.1 


6.3 


20.0 


1.0 


*0.0 


3.3 


11.0 


1 


^0.0 


^/,.8 


12.0 


^0,7 


XQ. ■) 


A 0 


Q 0 


1 1 


^0.0 


7.9 


17.1 


1-3 






>1 i\ 
/I . 0 


1 . 2 


H).l 


5.6 


23.7 


1.1 


^0.1 


/..I 


22. T 


1.2 


^0.0 


2.2 


21.3 


^0.6 


^0.0 


5-7 


20.9 


1.0 


^0.2 


6,5 


18.7 


1.3 












'i- t 


■J ') 0 


1.7 


1.9 


« 

A 6 




^ • < 


^2.1 






1 A 


2.3 


A. 8 


ft*. 

32. /* 


1.7 


*3.0 


^3.A 


36.9 


»3.0 


>0.0 


*5.3 


Mil. 7 


'9.9 




7.2 


23.8 


»2.A 


N.l 


8.6 


31.6 


^0.5 


^2.A . 


5.9 


30.2 


^2.^ 


M.2 


*2.1 


38V9 


»2.1 


M.O 


»2.0 


3/*.V' 


M.O 


^0.0 ' 


/ >1.2 


3/1.6 


>5.0 








t 


1.5 


3.7 


V 31./* 


2.3 


3.2 


- 6.1 


33.3 





3.8 

1.2 
/..'.' 

3-6 
8.1 

6.6 
2.9 
2.3 
2.1J 
3.8 
9.2 

3.9 
3.8 



8.0 
6.5 

7.7 
M6.3 
»6.1 

15.9 
11.5 
/♦.3 
3.7 
6.8 
13.5 

9.1 
6.5 



1.7 

K8 
1.5 

1.6 
3.2 
^1.6 

1.3 
1.7 
2.2 
1.0 
2.2 
*1.1 

1.8 
1.6 



3.8 



/..3 
^0.3 



3.7 
>3.0 
H/,.9 



*2./» 
H,l 
/♦.3 
3.7 
'/♦.I 
»3.7 



\ 



3.1 
4-8 



MOTE! Data based on question 80. Detail may not add to total bQcause 
^Eatlmato. based on zero or on about 10 or fewer 3am|)le cases, Is sti 



of rounding. Flgvires In pa rent ho so 9 rofor to population In tho group. 
itistlcal,lv unrellablo. 
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Tabto 31. Opinion about local police parformance 



(Porcont diotribulion of responses for the population a^o 16 and ovor) 
J _ 1 ' ^ 



atlon character! B tic 



Ail porflono (539|600) 

Sttx 

ltal« (254|600) 
FcMiale (285|000) ^ 

White (487,900) 
BQL«ck.(37,B00) 
Other (13,900) 

^« 

16^19 (55,^) ♦ 
2(y-2k (79,600) 

(118,000) 
35-^9 (118,100) 

(102^^ 60b) 
6g;*nd over (65,600) 

Victittization experience 
Not vlciimi«od X321.4C^ 
• Vlctliniaed (218,200)'" 



Tot#a 



Good 



100.0 ^ 

100.0 
100.0' 

1(1^.0 

100. Q 
100.0 



lOO.O 

ido^o 

100.0 
100.JKK 
1*0.0 
100.0 



100.0 
100.0 



58.0 

59 Ji 

60.6 
36.0 
55^5 

44.3 
44.0 
53.1 
63.4 
70.8 
71.7' 

63.0 
52.4 



Avoray^ 

30.4. T 

30.9 
3PyO 

-?9.3 
45.4 ' 
29.3 

42.8 
42.1 
34.6 
27.5 
20-5 
18.8 

27.7 
34.4 



Poor 



Don' L kjiow 



6.8 



7.7 
6.0 



6.3 
13-7 
6.7 

9.^ 
10.0 
8.6 
5.6 
4.7 
3-4 

4*9 
9.7 



3.8 

.3.2 
4. A 




\ 



Not avail ablp 



0.2 

^' ^o.i 

0.2 



0.2 

^0.3 
^0.0 

^0.1 
^0.2 
^0.2 
*0.0 

^0.3 
*0,3 



0.2 - 
^0^ 



tOTE: .0»i^' based on quest 
^Ratimate, based on zori 



ion 14a. DetaU may not add>to total becoueo of roundMjg-^ Figures in parentheses rofor to population in the 
or on about 10 or fovmr namplo cases, is statistically unreliable. 



group. 
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Tabto 32. Opinion About local pollc« parformanca 

(Percent dltjlributioii of rooponootj foi- tho population ago 16 ami over) 



Population charac tori otic 



3ax and age 
Hale 

16-19 

' 25-34 
35-if9" 
50-64 
65. and 
P«Maale 
16-19 
20-^24 

2y% 

35^9 
50-64 
65 and 



26,900) 
36,600) 

5d,ocb) 
56,aooj 

46,106) 

0¥«r (27,400) 

28,900 I 
,41, 000" I 
60,000 I 

6i;2oo I 

^fOOO) 
over (38,100) 



Rao« and age 

16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50^ 



48,700) 
72,000) 
06,700) 



102,700) 
-95,400) 
65 and over (62,400) 
BLaok 

5,500) 
5,«X)K. 
7f50O) 
11,000) 
5,400) 
and over (2,700) 




Total 




Ckxxl 


, Avor«g<f^ 




>>oi' 


Don't know 




Not avaUahle 


100*0 • 

100,0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100,0 




i,^6 
'U-9 

52a 
64.4 
70.6 
69.6 


V 

39.8 
43.1 
34.4 

27.2 
21.6 

a. 3 




,9.3 
11.9 
10.8 
^.0 
4.9 
4.2 


4,1 
3.1 
2.6 
3.4 
2.7 
4-4 




*0.2 
*0.0 

*oa ' 

*0.0 
*0.3 
- *0.4 


100,0 
100*0 
100.0 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 




42.2 
46.0 
54.0 
62.5 
71-0 
73.2 


45.5 
41.2 
34.9 
27.8 
19.7 
17.0 




9.1 # 

8.1 
6.4 
6.1 

4.6 ^ 
2.8 


3.2 

4.3 . ^ ' 
. 4.3 
3.5 
4*3 
6.8 




M).0 
*0.3 
*0.3 
*0.0 
^0.4 
^0.2 



100.0 


47-5 


40.1 




8.7 


3.6 


100.0 


45.1 


> 'U.5 




9.6 


3.7 


100.0 


54.4 


34.2 




8.0 


3.3 


100.0 


66.2 


26.0 




4.8 


3.0 


100.0 


72.2 


19.8 




4.3 


3.4 


100.0 


72.3 


18-3 




3.4 


5.7 

f 


100.0 


22.0 


61.0 




13.2 


*3.8 


100.0 


.30,1 


49.6 




18.2 


*2.1 


100.0 


27.0 


- 49.4 




18.5 


H.2 


100.0 


40.3 


41.3 




12.6 . 


5.8 


100.0 


48.0 


36.6 




10.8 


*3.5 


100.0 


60.^ 


27.8 




*2a 


*9.7 



*0.1 
*0.2 
^0.2 
H).0 
^0.3 

*o.3 

M).0 
*0.0 
*0.8 

H).o 
na 

»0.0 



MDni Data based on queikiion 14a. Dst«ll nay not add to total beoauae of rounding. Figuraa In parfmthasea refer to population In the group. 
^Sitiaatt^ baoad.on leto or on about 10 or feiier sanple cases, la statistically unrellablo* 
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50 
f 



Population characterltitic 



Rac«, MX, ami age 

WhlU 
Kale 

i 16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50^ 
65 and 
FiBMiLa 
16-19 < 
20-24 I 
25-34 ' 
35-49 ' 
50-64 
65 and 



23,700/ 
.34,900,1 
,53,100/ 
49,700/ 
'43,500) 
over (26,000) 

'25,000/ 
37,100/ 
53,700/ 
52,900) 
,52,000) 
over (36,400) 



Blftok 

16-19 
CO-24 
25-3* 
35-49 
50-64 
65 and 

16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
$0-M 



2,300 
2,800 
3,400 
5,300 
2,400 
over 

3,200; 
2,900 
A, 200 
5,700 
3,000 



1,100) 



65 Mi ov«r 



1,600) 



Tabto 33. Opinion about local poHca parformanca 

(Percent 'dlsti-ilSuV-ion of renponoeo for the populatlwi age I6 and over) 



Total 



100.0 

igo.o 

100-0 

xoo.o 
ioo.o 

JLOO.O 

/lOO.O 
/ 100.0 
/ 100.0 
/ 100.0 

;' 100.0 

/ 100.0 



100,0 
100.0 
100.0 
IW.O 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 



/ 



Good 



49.0 
43.1 
53.4 
67.2 
72.0 
70. 

45-4 
47-0 
55.3 
65-3 
72.4 
73.8 



27.5 
^32.1 
24^0 
39-6 
50.1 
67.7 



18, 
26, 
29 

a 

46.3 



Average 



36.9 
42.6 
33.6 
25.5 
20.7. 
20.7 

43^2 
40.4 
34.6 
26.5 
19.0 
16.6 



56. 
42. 
50. 
42, 
40. 
^27. 



63 
56 
48 
40 
33*7 
*28.1 



Pew 



9.1 
11.3 
10.2 
4.4 
4.6 
4iO 

8.3 

7.9 
5.8 
5.1 
4.1 
2.^ 



'11 

22 

a 
11 

*7 
^5 



^14.1 
*13-9 
15.9 
13.6 
H3.6, 
»0.0 



'Don't kiiow 




)k>t avAilable 



— ^ 








4.0 


^0.3 


3.0 


*0.0 


3.5 


^0:0 


3.0 . 


*0.0 


2.5 \ 


*oa ) 


4.6 N • 


*0,4 






3.2 


*0.0 , 


4.3 


*0.3 


4.0 


*0.3 


3.1 


*0.0 


4.1. 


^0.4 


6.4 


^0.2 



lOWi Data baaed on question 14a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, 
*E8tl«ate, based on tsero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable 



Figaros in parentheses refer to population in the group. 



Si 



*0.0 
*0.0 
.^1.8 
*0.0 
*2.5 
*0.0 

K).0 
»0.o 

»0.0 
^0.0 
^0.0 
»0.0 



TjM* 34. WtwttMr oiftol local pollc* p^rfomanc* 
n—iH lffipix>v*m«nl , 





(Percent distribution of 


reoponsea for the population 


age 16 and 


owr) 


Popul all on^^wac tei"i ati c 


Total 


Yea 


No 


Not avail ahio 


All persons (518,000) 

.Sex - 
Male (2A6,0OCr) 
Female (275,000) 


100.0 

100.0 
100.0 


81.4 

82.2 

80. 7 , 


17.0 

16.3 
17.8 


1.6 

v.- 
1.7 

1.5 


Race' 
White 1 
HLack 1 
Other 1 


(469,300) 
36,000) 
(12,700) 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


81.1 
88.2 
' 75.3 


17.4 
1 10.0 
23.5 


1.6 
1.8 
»1.3 


Age 

16-19 1 
20-2JV ( 

25-34 ( 
35-49 ( 
50-64 ( 

65 


[53,800} 
76,500)-. 
113,600) 
114,000) 
'98,606) 
over (6l,600> . 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
, igp.o 
100.0 
100.0 


85.3 
86.4 
85.5 
80.2 
76.7 

74.2 ^ 


13.1 
12.0 
• U3.2 

25.1 


1-6 

» 1.6 ) 
1.3 
2.4 
1.4 
*0,7 


Victimization experience _ 

Not victimized (307.400) ' • • ' 
Victimized' '(210, 7OO) 


100.0. 
100.0' 


79.3 

84r5 


- 19.4 

"13.5 


1.3 

2J. • 



.NOTE: Data based on questJ^on Ub. DetaU may not add toJtotal because of rounding. Figu 
^ parentheses refer to population ^JLn the group, ' v 
^Esti3tete, ba^d on about 10 or fewer d^mpjhv^cAles , is stat^-stically unrel*«ble\ 



Tabl« 3S, Most Important UMasurt for Improving 
local pollc# p«rf ormanc# 

- (percent diatrilxition of roaponooo for tho porxilatlon ago 16 and over) 



Host InpdMant moanure 



Sox 



R«co 



Arc 



Male 



Fomalo 



While 



Black 



OUier 



16-19 



TV)tal • 100*0 

Parsoimol r©»ourcoo 

Total if 30.9 

More police 24.0 

Bettor training 6.9 

OperatioiMl practicoo 

Total 38.8 
Focus on nwro Important 

dutieOf ate. 11*6 

Cfc^aator proapinosst otc# 11.0 

IncroA^ed traffic control 1^3 
Mora police certain 

^ areas t times ' 1^.9 

Cownunity relations 

Total 19»1 

Cmirtesy, attitudes', ctc« l6.7 

Dgn*t discriminate 2.J!» 

Othe^ ^^'^ 



m 

(w!aOO) iwT^) (15/m^) ( 277^600) ^2u]lO0) (6,900) (32,300) (AB,600) (75,900) (69,400) 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 



30-6;, 
(5/r,200) 



65 ajid > 
over 

(29,000) 



Vlctijdya^ion experience 



.Victimitod 
(167,000) 



100.0 

32.3 
24.7 
7.6 

35.9 

13.4 
7.2 
1.1 

1A.2 

19.4 
17.0 
2.4 

12.3 



100.0 



29.4 
23.4 
6.0 



41.7 

9.7 
14.9 

1$.6 

10.6 
16.3 
^2.3 

io.:<r 



100.0 

32.3 
25.2 

7.1 

3^3.4 

12,0 
10.2 

^ 1./4 

14.9 

17.9 
16.1 
1-7 

^li.4 



14. Q 
10.3 

/*l.O 

8.0 
20.2 
*0.2 

13.4 

32.3 
:^4.i 
8.3 

11.0 



30.4 
2/, .7 
*5.8 

i»5.3 

7.5 
13.1 
^2.A 

22,2 . 

^0.1 
11.5 
8.5 

»4.2 



14.6 

11. e 

<2.8 

46.5 

16.9 
13.5 
»0.4 

35.7 

28.7 
27^.8 

•10.1 V 



21.1 
14.2 
6.9 

42.8 

16.7 
11.7 
>0.6 

13/8 

2/1.5 
20.6 
3.9 

11.6 



28,1 
19.7 
8.4 

40.;' 

12.^> 
11.2 
1.8 

I4./1 

21.4 
18.8 
2.7 

10.3 



3.5.6 
28.5 
7.1 

36.4 

9.1 
12-3 
1.2 

13.9 

16*5 
14.9 

u'.v 



100.0 

40.3 
32.0 
8.3 

33 -A 

8.6 
8.4 
1.2 

15.2 

' 14.0 
12.6 
1:4 

12.3 



100.0 



43.9 
40- 1 
3.9 



35.8 

6.1 
8.4 

18.7 



.8.3 
7.3 
M.O 

\2.0 



100.0 

33.8 
27.1 
6.7 

3r.8 

10.4 
10.4 

IWi 

15./, 

17.4 
15.3 
2.1 

ai.o 



VictijniEod 
(141,600) 

100.0 

27.4 
20.4 
7.0 

i.O.l 

13.0 

11.8 
1.0 

14.2 

21.0 
* 18.3 
2.7 

11.4 



NOT^: ' DaU based on question 14b, Detail may not, add to total becaupo of i-ounding.^ Figures In paronthesos refof to ^population in tho gix)up- 
^Estimate, ba?^ on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statvistically ugroltablp. ^ * - ^ 



Tmbt0 36. Most Important i^Mur« for Improving 
local police p#rformanc# 

j( Percent distribution of responaea for the population age 16 and over) 

7 



Population characteristl^c 



Tot^ 



Perao'nnel 
resources 



Operational 
practices 



Coimiuni,ty 
rel atit^ns 



Other 



Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 (16,400' 

20-24 (2A,200] 

25-34 (39,300 
- 35-49 (34,900 

50-64 (27,400] 

65 and over (13,000) 
Female 

16-19 (15,9001 

20-24 (24,500 

25-34 (36,500 
• 35-49 (34,500 

50-64 (26, 800 J 

65\«pd over (l6,100) 

Race and age 
White, 

16-19 (27,900) 
20-24 (43,5(50) 
25-34 (68,600) 
35-A9 (59,500) 
50-64 (50,300) 
65 anci over (c8,000) 
BQ-ack 7- — 

. 16-19 (3,600] 
20-24 (4,600: 
25-34 (5,200 
35-49 (7,300 
50-64 (3,100) 
65 and over (900) 



J. KJSJ* \J 


-LO . O 






i L • <c 


100.0 


22.0 


32.1 


29.7 


16.3 


100.0 


28.4 


37.4 


22.9 


11-3 


100.0 


37.3 


36.4 


15.0 


'11.3 


100.0 


43.7 


31.8 


11.3 


•13,1 


100.0 


45.8 


38.7 


5.4 ' 


10.2 


100.0 


12.3 


51.8 


26.9 


9.0 


100.0 


20.2 


53.4 


19.3 


7.0 


100.0 


27.8 . 


43.0 


20.0 


9.2 


100.0 


34.0 


36.4 


18.0 


11.5 


100.0 


36.9 *► 


35.0 


16.7 


11.4 


100.0 


42.4 


33.5 


10.6 


13.4'' 


100.0 


15.8 


• 

48.1 


27.1 


9.1 


100.0 


22.3 


44.0 


22.4 


11.3 


100.0 


29.3 


39.5 


20.6 


10.6 


100.0 


38.0 


33.8 


15.6 


12.6 


100.0 


40.9 


33.4 


13.3 


12.3 


100.0 


44.4 


■35.9tu 


7.7 


11.9 


100.0 


• *5.3 


34.2 


39.8 


20.7 


100.0 


^9.0 


36.0 


40.6 


14.4 


100.0 


^9.4 


47.3 


34.2 


*9.0 


J.00.0 


^ 20.0 


49.8 


26.1 


*4.l 


100.0 


27.^9 ' 


32.1 


24.7 


*15.3 


5.00.0 


*26.1 


*39*1 


*27.2 


*7.6 














NOTE: 



Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
^Estimate, * based on iibout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statiqitically unreliable. 



Figure?' 
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T«bl« 37. Most Important measure lor Improving local pdllc« p«rlonnanca 

(Percent diolribulion of i-esponsos for the popiaailon age 16 and over^ 



l\i|)alaLioii <:liaraclorlst,-.l c 



Race, aox 
WiiiLe 
Male 

16-1 9 
. 20-24 
2'^-.3A 
3',' -A 9 
',.0-6/4 



and age 



U,200J 
21,700 
35,9(X) 
1.9,300 

.2s?oo: 

6*^ and over (12,^00) 
Foinale y\ 
16-19 (13, 700) \ 
20-2/, f 21,800') ■ 
2')-']l, (32,800) 
Vj-K9 (19,900) 
^0-6/, (25,100) 
65 and over (15, 600 ) 



Black 
Male 
' 16-19 
20-2/, 

25-3A 
35-/49 



1,600 
2,300' 
2,500 
3,700; 
(1,600) 
65 and over (500) 



Female 

16-19 
20-2/t 

25-3/t 
35-A9 
50-6Z, 



f2,000; 
2\30O 
(2,700 
(3,500; 
(1,500) 



65 and over (^/fOO) 



Tolal 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100 



1 



100.0 
100-0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



Personnel 
resoiii'cea 



Operational 
practices 



^3. 
^12. 

9. 

19. 

31. 



^^38.0 

16.2 
^5.7 
19.6 
20./, 
^23-8 
Ml. 6 



ibo-0 


18.0 




IM 


iod.o 


22.9 




3A.1 


100.0 


29.8 




37-9 


100.0 


6.1 




- --^2.7 


la). 0 






32, 3 


100.0 


' /,6.0 




3B.7 


100.0 


■ 13. A 




51.9 


100.0 


21.8 




53.7 


100.0 


28.7 ■ 


/' 


/tl.3 


100.0 


5. A 


50.1 


Kx:).o 


37.5 




3/4.5 


100.0 


/.3.3 




33.6 



*21.6 

^15.7 

30./* 
52.1 
^21.1 
^/t8.0 

55.9 
62.6 
/,7.3 
/4A.2 
^30.2 



Caiununi ty 
relatl ohh 



27.7 
27-0 
20.7 
21 .8 
10-7 
5.1 

17.9 
20./, 
25.6 
16 . 0 



52. B 
51.2 

24. 9 
*21.7 
^1/t.O 

33.3 
2Q.h 
18.5 
27-/4 
^27.9 

^a.9 



NOTE: Data based -on question l/^b. Detail 
in parentl)eses refer to population 
* Estimate, based on zero or on about 10 



Othftr 



9.9 
16.1 
11.6 
19./. 
12.7 
10.2 

8.2 
6.6 

9./» 
18.9 
12.0 



*26.5 
U9. 2 
*8-8 

^3./4 

' 25. /4 

i-O.O 

^15.9 

.UO. 0 

*9.3 
H-8 
^/t.l 

/16-3 



Figures 



may not add to total because of rounding, 
in the group. 

fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Appendix II 

Survey lnstr^;nent 

/^'orm NCS 6, the aldludr suivcv msliumcni, con 
tains two batteries of questions. The first o( these, 
coveting items I through 7. was used tpchcit data fi om 
a knowledgeable adult member of eacii household (i e , 
the household respondent) Qucstjon^ 8^thiA)ugh 16 
were asked directly of each household membci age lO 
and over, mcludinglhe household respondent. Unhke 
the procedure lollowcd \\\ the vicinni/atjon tompo- 
nent of the survey, fhere was no nwfVi.'iion for proxy 
^ responses on behalf of individualsTwho were absent or 
incapacitated during the inlcrviev^ng pcriixl. 

Data on the characteristics of ihkse inter viewed, as 
well aH details concerning any expeilcnces as victims of 
the measured crimc<.. were gathered with separate 
. instruments. Forms NCS 3 and 4, which were admin- 
I istered immediately after Nc\(>. Following is a fac- 
'V\^milc of the latter aueslionnaire^\Supplemcntal forms 
were available for ulc In househofds where more than 
three persons were interviewed. Facsimilies of f orms 
HCS 3 and 4 have not l>een included in this report, but 
can be found in Criminal yiciimizaii{)n Surveys in 
Han Dtcf^o, 1977, 
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g.t 0''''^n(w>Ni or iOMuCnt 9 



NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
CKHTHAL CITliS SAMfLC 

, ATTITUDE QUtSTlONNAIRt 



0 Nxriir luHi%rt»<«l(i lif.io 



5. ?Jea>oo iot iio<>i»>lf vi<w 
il Mvrt A 



Rtct •! 

)[ |Olh«i 

1 ni« •vun»lx» 



7 1 ! Tvrc 0 



>[ TYPtC 



CENSUS Uir ONLY 




@ 1 








HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS 



8«fwt M |«t to th« Majof Nftlofl qI lh« t«v«y, I NMid llkt to aiK 

a («Kr ^ttloni rtlitW to tvbltcts wittich t*t« to U ol mm 
CMCtm to H«#l»- VHtlow ttk jrouwttij yoo tWnk, 
JIN fnl, jrouf Mtitv^i #nd optnlonr 
How tout K«v« you llvt^t Htli addi0f| 



I ) I til than 1 v«>i 



(Moir lit*!) ^ y«^(\ IKlP li> 



, Why did ^ou ttltct thii p»fti(ul»t p<(|htN)fhood? Any ottwi ittion^ 

I ' " ^ Nti|ht>ofhood ch«i«clfinlici - lyp« of nfliihtou. ^nvuonmvut, 
»U«tti. P«(Vi. tic. 

2 ^ * Good icKool& , ^ ' . 

9 " ' S«t« tiOm Ctimc ^ 

4 [ Only pluct hovlHif could br lound, <*Ck ol cli<jice 

« ' ' { TtiCt wj> ii|hl 

'Locution - iloit lo lOi), l»niily, [(itn<l«, iLhoDi, »IKjpi)m|. tic. 

7 'HOutt (*M«ilm«nl) W pfOp«ity rhflUcUdflK 1 - •»!•. (}U»J»ty. 

• yiifd »p*c«, tic. 
• ' )AtM«yi hv«d in thii 9«l|tibDth(]>od 



f// (T^K* OO* iMtfNV 

b. Which rtaiofl wwld you tay »rai th« moll i»fo<tant? 

. ., ■ ■ , £nt0( /ItfTJ iwr^f 



3a. Wtttft did you livt Moit you movtd Kfft? 

2; 1 Iniidt limiu^of thi» city f 



. Soii>«Ml»ei« t\\t III U S Sp#ci/>- 2 



livt iitldt tht I^Vu ol « 



Counly 



Did you II 

® r 'NO 

® miTiTj 



cdy, lo«m^ villain, ttc.7 

1^ 



4i, Why dN yow l«m th#<f? Anj oth*i iMion' *ii «/v'»» 

» [ 1 1 <V»Upo < JOlf I 10 »*«i1y . Il ifnJ\ ivOOl. •hoppinf . tH 

y«(J »(>4K<. fit 
4[ |W«nl*d chcAfMf houlir\f 

6{" ) No c»»oK» - tvkltd, biiiidini d#moii«h«d. roo(t»iuo»d, tic. 

B['']CK»flf« Uvlnj «((«inf«m«nU - nwilUI ilftlu*. w»nltd 

(0 Iivt^Joo*. •h . 
7 I I lUd •lamant movn^ tn 
• I iC'^r^ <n 0<d iwlltri^orSood. «ri«l(l 

9( lOJtfrt'l n«1|htKMKo<K( Chlii»c!«(UtK» •nvir<mm»n1. 
10 I )Otli»r - Spwlly 



(It tTw ft**'i <v)« fMfon; 
b. Which rMtofi would you tiy wii tht iwo«t IwpoftMiT 



St 



It Wmt wylhiM dofl*t liM tbout thii Milhkofhood? 
of"] No - ficir fo<i« 

Y<i - Wh«tT Anythlni tli«T (i^'*> mu u^i »rt'hi 

I i 1 TfUfhc, pmktni 

2l I Cnviionm«nUl p<(*ltoi» ti«ih, ik>i»», ov«iCfOwJiii|. elc 
3 I ] rom* D( lti( dI < 1 im« 

) I'ubtlC ttknIpOlUIIDd P40t)l«ffl 

ItrudcqiMU iciiOoU. tt>o{>pin| ia<tli(it«. «k. 
0 [ ) 0*d •l«mcnl itK>v)nf kn 

7 [ j INobUmi wilh n«l|tflKH>. ch«i«(.ttii»Uc» ol ntlfhboit 
fiPlWli«» - Sp^Hy _ _ — 



Which problem would you lay ii tht mot\ itfiottt? 

_ f nt9i /l^i numt^«» 



Si) 



Do you do yoMf im}w food sho^ni In thii fvtlgh^ood? - 

No Why fiol' ^y olhtr rtaion? rA«-''« 

J [7 J NO ttw«» in n*i|hb(Kh4>{)d, olhtii inoi*coov«nltnl 

2| "]St(H«» in o«l|^hOod l»«Hj»qiMl«, p*«*i» «b«»ti) 

«t(K0» •istwfiatfl 
j[ jHUh p*Kt». cofncntaiftiy Of PX ch«jp«i 
4[~]Cilint 0( I0«( of rnmf 

ftj iCKhfi - Spicily ^ . 

b. Which rtMon would you fty it thi »ott InpoflMtt? 



7a. Whtn you tHop lot thlntt olh«f thwt food, iitch » dothinf and |tn«fal 

iWfChMdiM. do you USUALLY |o to twbmbM o( ntilhboihood shopplnf 
, cMttn Of do you tho^ "downtown?' ' 

2 Downtown ^ ^ 

b. Why It that? Any othif ft won? -// /mi 4/v«y» 

- 1 [ ' ] B«n«i p«lt(ln|, toriK 
2[7)B«l(ti ItanipOfUtion 
)[ 1M(H0 c«iv«nitnl 

4! '|B«I(«( »«1t£1lon, moj# i!o*#i, n>oi^ Choice 
&[^J A(i«iJ of ciintff 
a[' ]SlOf« iK>ur% b«ltci 
7|_j04Hfl pfict* 

B["]Pitr«ri tbtltti) ston*. loc<»liort. jeivicc. tmployecs 



, Which OM would you lay li th« rnoti iffpoiUnf itMon? 



IHTfRVItWER 



boffinning wtib hnitv/ifmH Allitudo Quo 



r03i/ol>«. 
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IHDIVI0UAL ATTj; 



UDC QUESTIONS - AsV «0(/i fiO(ii«ifio((f 'nffinri^r (6 (X order 



^7) 



U Now i>ll*n A» ye« |o e«l Ia •v«nln| ftx MiMtatfMnMl. aixh fti 



•Wt IhJMi Ooc« » ff<mlti 



> i I Al>0«r! on* * # HHMith 

b. Do yo«i |e to ttMtt pltc«« inoft w Imi now thtn did i y$m 
Of Iwo (|e7 

! > Wty^ Any (MH»i r«i«m? (A***'* <vv»»> > 

1 1 #11/ ' 



1 ' 



» 




f 




n JK 4>i to i*^ivi« 

10 f.l M.tl. 


ft 


» : 




» 


4| 






»[ 


j Tf «nt|HH|jition 











I r umlty 

I Itlltll*! 



#«I04>« (nwliil 



> At livili«t. t<*t<. i< ^oi'' 

'• ( nm» m fclll W I I .n«» 
|W«iU lo. liKf to. •ujO>n»#nl 
1 Olt"*' • Sj^i-V") T, 



(1-) 



(i4i) 



c. Which fNion w^}uld you iiy ii the moil 

CMf CK ^ t% ItOA \ , J , Ot y nij.k<«0 -n 

d. Vtion jrou 4o |0 Ml io mUtHMtl m l^atcn in iKf «wnln|, li It 
uiMlljr In th« city n outtidf of lh« cl!y7 _ 

t ; I l,Uu«liy tn ih4 City 
7[ j UiyJily ouUiiJ* o» I't c»»y 
) Abouf •qu»? tHtPtoV* 

t. Why do you utuilly |d (outtldt thi city /In thi city)? Any othci 

I I I Mo<« rOitvvnifnt. fomiliiii. r>\iBr (o g«l IhcKi.ot^tv pl*^ <^ av4it>tiici 

' fafkiiif p«i4>t«m«. tfAldc 
)| ! Too much iiKitf ii\ ulhcit \>iACf 

t>[ ] F*;«(«l (b«lt«f) f*(.nilies (laiUiHsiiti, (Iiea(«ti. fic 1 
o' |Mo«« •x|>«niiv« in 0lK«f m«» 

lOjhfl^- 5P«:'/k 

I. Vhtcfi (ufoi\ woiild you »iy It the moit lmpo(Unt7 



CHICK 
IHi B 



l.(H)h «l I la aiHj I) Wat Ito^ i oi 4 m*ik#(t Id AilfM 
( lY»t->«»«iir I I NO - 1(11/' IO 1 



He 



(>") 



U Aolfh^f^ood ^|«ioui »noii|h fc> lukt you ttiink Mtlniily 

*N.. lAi'* I.' 

•t *» Wiy don't yoo? Any o<h#i rt«ion' i**.<^ ^^v* 
)| j Lait t jiMmO lu t[ i f'tjhi lu nH>v« *Oii(i 

2\ |r»i>*t fiiHi oftwi ho(«iiu« ^( j i^nttri o' ni* 
>| |fUiiitiv«i. ffidhJi nc«ili> r\ ] CHiH>i SfuiK-iit 
4 I I C(Miv#»l#nl lo mCH ftl, 

(it rT^v« IN*^ iwi« («M4<v-l| 

Which tfaion would you iiy li the moil liufKMlanP 



17 Ho«* do you thtnk voui nelfhboihood (ompjrei with othen in (hit 
n*fliopolllan iivi in tffmi ol (li^^ Would yuu i>y it li 
{}^\} < ; ! MMh molt d»nt*'^>^ 1 1 dsnf^ioui' 

iUcMt danfttowi^ rvj j MiKh leii dan|troui' 
J About ■vy«»tt7 



Ara thtM fOM M'li ol thli iMliopoliUn mm \«^e vou h«vf i 
rMion to CO o< wouM likf to fo DURING TH[ DAY. but ait iliild 
to bKMif ol ftat of crliM? 

o; 'No \>i Which nclloo{i)' 



HOM iboul AT NICHI >ft Ihfit totm paitt of thli irfi whtit you h«v« i 
ifatcm lo fo 04 would Itkt to |o but ^ afiald to btciuia of Imi of ci\m7 



Yei - "Which ItCllOOfi)? 



14*. 



().0) 



9j. How rd like to youi opioloni about film* In nntial. 
Within thi pail ytar or Ino. do you thlnli thai uW io VOU( 
nti#)bortK)od hal increalH^, dccrtated. oi itmainM about Ihv tamt^ 

)iiKi«*av(] 4' IDon'ihiiow^ 

2( )D«cr«*i«d ^[ ) Haven't lived h«f» 

» [' ] $*me ~ SKIP to^i '""I ^ '° ^ 



b. Wtr* yM Ihinklni about any if^Wk kinds of crliMiiwhtn you ilid 
you thM a\m iti youc Ml^boilwod hii (Incrttitd/dKraaitd)? 
o! Ino - What VIndi qI C(l«ai7 . , 



(g) 



c. How about any cilmti which PMy ba haepanlni In youi nilffitohood 
woullyou tay thiy «ff commltttd wotlly by Iht peoplawho llvt 
Htrt In t)ilft n«l|^bo(hood or moitly by outildtit? 

)[ ) NQ:rritneft h^pfMnnta >[ jOutiideri 

If'nelthbwhood ^ q tquJlly by both 

ftQ Don't hnow 



2^ 1 P'^P'* 



(5) 



lOa. WIttiln Uw patt yaar o( two do you thWi lhal cilna In in UmIM 
Stttaa hai IncrMMd, dtcftnad, « rtwakiad aboul tht tamt? 

2{ ' |DKieat*d r • f j Don't Wnow j 



b. Wtft you thlnltlni about iny iH^lflc klndt of crlmtt whan you lald 
you Mnk crlnd In tht U.S. hti (Incitafttd/dtcraaiad)? , 
0 1 " 1 No Yei - Whal kindi of criwai? 



n 



lit. Hew tafa do y«« faal of would you IhI btlng out alofM in yoM 
nfii^bedipod AT NIGHT? 

i [^Vtry tAft »f3Sofne«h*! onijiU 

jrjReaaonahly lafe' 4Q Veiy umafa 



>. Hew tbMl DURING THE DAY - hew lafo do wou fHl or would 
you fNl belKi out alont In youf rMlghtefhoodf 

i[ )Veiy »«r# i^']$o^wh*t un»Afe 

7[ ;]Re*»onabty mfe 4['; ) Veiy "uni*f^ 



Would you My, in |tntial, that youf local police ait dolnc a good 
Job, an kvofaft lob, o* a pooi job? 

» I ' (jocHi H j r*t>o( 

2 1 lAvarag* *\ I Qod'I know IK/r ro I9« 

In whal ways couW thty Impiove' Any oth#i way*' n'l trxA, 

/[ j Mil* fiK)ie (>oIU.#n>*n 

] ('(WKfillmlf Oi> moi« in>ool|anl dulifiV. %er(Oiii CriirM. 9M. 
4 ! }B« mo'« prOfnpt. I«ip0nslv«« alart 

5[ )(m(t(ov« training, laiit.qiuiliricalroni w p«y. rviiuilnieitt poHci)^ 



o! 



! U* itMH comUouJ. tn>4l'Qv< ell'lii*)?. i.O"*jnLnmy iei<»iioni 
I Don*l diicnn^irviit* 
1 Ne«J niote If Alfir (Pnt<ot 

] Hv9*i nt^Jf p4)lir«m«it uf pjiilu iil^i Xyftt) (fool. fJr) in 
rerlAift aitny Of *! rrfl*iii lii»«\ 

j OtMt't KnOrt \ 

' 0"**' 5r<K ^'v 



c- Which would you tay Ift tht* moil ImjKMtaot?* 



Now I havt iMteSiwic quffttioni about yow oplnloni cofictmlag crima. 

PlaaHt takf Ihll card. iHmi*d r99l^vn0mnl ^ir/finAi f im^homtd. NCS-A^^} 

Look at th« FIRST ift of itattnttttft. Which ona do you arn with inottT 

I I ]My ch«iK«s of b9ln$ «tl«ck«(1 oi robbvd hiiVfl UONI UP } 
m Itw r«w yeaii 

? ( ' cHincei ofb«ln« jit(*ck*t) or (Ot>b«d h«v« 00n( OOWN 
In ItM l>4|( t«w y««ii 

^iJJl^ ctanceft of bein| atuchtd or iobt>«d h«ven't ch>iM8«d 
Ih the pail few y««ii 

4 No opinion 

Whi^h of tht SECOND croup do you apat with mnl? 

t ( jC'itne 11 LESS leilous ttiaci the iTCwip«p»ft Ai»d TV lay 
j[''JC'lnie II MORt ledOui than the itewipgioeii a'vU TV s»y 
)[ ' I Crime li «boul «i lei lOiit *l Itw it«wlpiip«rt mx) TV ily 
a[~]NO opinion 



I think PEOPLE IN GENERAL havt llAlttd w chancad thtir 
vltlti in tht pait law ytari btcautt (hay art afraid of ciirM? 
i[jYei iHJNo 



® 



b. Do you (hli* that moit PEOPLE IN THIS NfclGHBORHOOO havt llfflted or 
cKanftd ththactlvltitt In tht pail ftw ytart becauitthay art afraid etcrlnt? 

'LJY^' „ ^ . 

c. In ctfwral, hairt YOU llnlttd or chanctd youi actlvltlti In tht past ftw 
ytan bacauie Of crime? 



INTERVIEWER - Cohmuio mtotviaw wm/i mis iospot\a§nt onNCS<i 
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App^ndlM III 

Technical Information 

and reliability of the estimates 

Survey results coiuaiued in this publication nrc 
based on data gathered dui uig early 1974 lioin persons 
residing within the city limits San Dicgo, mcliKling 
those living m ceitain types ollgroup quarteis, such as 
doiiuifoiies. rooming houses, and religious group 
dwellings Noniesidents ol the city, iiu hiding tounsts 
ami conunuteis. did not (all within the scope ol ilu* 
survey. Snnilarly, crewmembers of merchant vessels. 
Armed Horces personnel living in military bai racks, 
and inslitulionalized persons, such as corixctioiuil 
facility inmates, wcic not under cohsideralion With 
these exceptions, all |>ersons age 16 and ovei living in 
units designated loi the sain|>lc were eligible to be 
interviewed. 

jUach interviewer^ first contact with a unit selected 
fdr the survey was in person, ai^d, if it wete not possible 
to secure interviews with all eligible members of the 
household during the initial visit, interviews by tele- 
phone were pcrnd\isible thereafter Proxy responses 
were not permitted lor^fhe attitude survey. Sui A-y 
records were processed and wei^^hted, yielding lesults 
representative both of the city s population as a whole 
and of various sectors within the population. Be- 
cause they are based on a sample survey rather than a 
complete enumeration, the results are estimates. 

Sample design ancj size 

listimalcs from the survey aie based on data 
obtained frotn a stratified sample. -I he basic, jrame 
from which the attiltfdc sample was drawn— the city's 
complete housing inventory, as determined by the 1970 
Census of Population and Housing - was the same as 
that for the vietimi/iition survey. A determination was 
made that a sample roughly half the size of the viclinu^, 
ziition sample would yield enough allitudinal data on 
which to'bAsc rcU^ible eslimalcs. For the purpose of 
selecting the victimi/xilion myiple. the citys housing 
units were distributed amonjjnOS strata on the basis of 
various characteristics, (^cupicd units, which com- 
'prised the majority, were grouped into 100 strata 
defined by a combination of the following character- 
istics: type of tenure (owned orVenlcd); number of 
household members (five categories); household in- 
come (five categories); and race of head of household 
(white or other than while). Housing units vacant at 
the lime of the Census were assigned to an additional 
four slrala, where they were distnbiHcd on the basis of 
rcnlal or property value. A single slratuin incorporated 
group quarters. 



lo account for units built aftei the 1970 Census, a 
sample was diawn, by means ol an independent cleii- 
cal opci atioii. of pei mils issued \oi I he onsii lu tu>n ol 
u sidential hoiismg uilhin the %il\ I his eii.ihled the 
pi opei lepieseiitatioii m the sin \r\ o\ |)ei s(>ns lueupv 
ing housing built alter 1970 

orilei to develop the hall sample icqimed loi the 
attitude survey, each unit was laiidomly assigned to I 
ol L> p.niels, with units in the liisl 0 panels being 
designated for the attitude suivev lliis piocedure 
lesiilted in the seleetion ol ^.HS I lu>usmg iimis Duiing 
liu* sill ve\ penod. H M) ol lliese units weir loiuid It) be 
vacant, demolished, eonveitcd lo iioiiicsidential use, 
tem|>orarily occupied by nonresidents, oi otherwise 
ineligible foi both the victinn/ation and attitude 
surveys At an additional 115 units visited by inter- 
viewers It was impoftible toeoiuluct iiitei views because 
the occupants could not he reached altei repeated calls, 
did not wish to participate in the suivey, oi weie un- 
available lor other reasons, rheieloic. interviews weie 
taken with the occupants of 4,*>06 housing Units, and 
the rale of participation among units qualified for in- 
terviewing was 97 7 percent. Participating units were 
occupied by a total ol 9, .521 persons age 16 and over, 
or an average ol 19 lesidcnts ol the relevant ages per 
unit. Interviews were conducted with 9.125 ot these 
persons, resulting in a response rate o( 96.0 percent 
among eligible residents. 

Estimation procedure 

Data icciuds geneiated by the attitude survey were 
assigned either ol two sets of final tabuhftion weights, 
one lor tlie lecords of individual respondents and 
another for those of househcUd respondents. In eacl) 
ease, the final weight was the prodUct ol two Ele- 
ments a factor of roughly twice the weight u.sed in 
tabulating victinn/ation data estimates and a ratio esti- 
mation factor, I he following steps determined the 
^tabulation weight for personal viclimi/iition data and 
were, therefore, an integral part of the estimation pro- 
c^ure for attitude data gathered from individual 
respondents: (I) a basic weight, reflecting the selected 
unit s probabilily of being included in the sample; (2) a 
factor to compensate for the subsampling of units, a 
situation lhatfirose in instances where the interviewer 
discovered many more units at the samp^le address than 
had been listed in the decennial Census: (}) a within- 
household nonintervicw adjustment to account for 
situations where at least one but nol all eligible persons 
in a household were interviewed; (4) a household non- 
interview adjustment to account for households quali- 
fied to participate in the Survey /but <rom whic'h ain 
interview was not obtained; (5) a household ratio esli- 
mate factor for bringing estimates developed froni the 
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snmple of 1970 housing iiniis into adjusnncui with ihc 
complete Census eoiiiU of such unMs;and(())a popqla- 
tion latio rstiuMtr l.uMoi that hiouf^ht the s^iiuplc csti 
lUiUe into ncroul with |)ost-( Vusus rstnnates ol thr 
popuhitioii age l?aiul 4)vii and adiiistcd thr data fm 
possible biases resjdting li om urulcrro\ eragc oi i)ve? - 
coverage ol the populahon. 

1 he household ratio estimation procedure (step ,S) 
aCliieved a slight reilnction in the extent ol sampling 
variability, thcirbv rcdneing the rnaigin ol ei ror in the 
tabulated sui\ev lesulls It ;dso coinpensaled loi the 
exclusion liom each stiatiim ol an\ lu>nseh(>lds 
already included in samples toi ceitain other Census 
Bureau programs 1 he household ratio estimator was 
not applied to interview records gathered from resi- 
dents of group quarters or of units constructcil after 
the Census lor household victmu/ation ilata (and 
attitude data Irom^ioiischold respondents), the final 
weight incorporated all ol the steps desciibed above 
except the third and sixth. 

Ihc latio esiipiation factor, second element ol the 
final weight, was an adjustment for bringing data from 
the attitude survey (which, as indicated, was based on a 
Jialf sample) iiUo accord with data liom the vietimi/a- 
tion survey (based on tlie whole sample) I his adpist 
menl. icquiicd because tlic altitude sample \Nas lan 
doiuly constructed from the viciimi/ation sampk\vwas 
used for the age, sex. and lace characteristics\)f 
respondents. 

Reliability ol estimates 

As previously noted, survey results contained m this 
report are estimates. Despite the |)iecaiitions taken to 
minimize sampling variability, the estimates aie 
subject to errors arising froni the fact that ihc sample 
c^itiploycd Was onl^ one of a lai'ge number of possible 
samples of equal: s>>c that could hhvc bcc^n used apply- 
ing the same sample design and selection pioccduics. 
tstimatcs derived from diflerent sam|)les may vary 
somewhat;lhey also may differ from figures developed 
from the average of all possible samples, even if the 
surveys were administered with the same schAlulcs. 
irifitructions, and interviewers. 

The standard error of a survey estimate is a measuie 
of the variation among eslnnatcs from all possible 
samples and is, therefore^ a gauge of the precision with 
which the estimate from a particular Siuuple approxi- 
mates the a|vc rage result a\ all pt^ssible samples. The 
estimate and its atiwjlci^ied standard error may be used 
to construct a confidence interval, that is, an interval 
having a prescribed probability that it w^ould include 
the average result of all^ossil^l^' samples. The average 
value of all possible samples may or may not be 



contained in any particulai computed intcival. Ilovv- 
evei , the chances are about OK out ol 1(H) that a siii\cy- 
deii\ed eslMiKite \S(ifild ihllei lioni l|ie .neiage ies\ilt 
i>l all possible samples h\ less than one slaiulaid n i oi 
SinulailN, the chances aie aboul ^H) out ol KM) thai the 
ddleienee would be less tlian I 6 times the standard 
fen or, abi)iit out ol 100 ihat the dillciencc would be 
\{) times the standaid ciror, and 9^> out ol l(K) chances 
that it wt)i)ld be lass than 2 > limes the stiiiulaid eiroi 
I he peiceiil ronlideiur MUei\ nl is delined as the 
i.mge ol \aliies ^i\en b\ the esfiinate minus the 
siandaid eiioi and the estimate phis the staiulaid 
CMOi. the chances aic ()M in 100 that the a\ciagc \ aluc 
of all possible samples would tall ^vlthln that range. 
Similarly, the 95 percent confidence mteival is delined 
as the estyj^inate plus or nmuis two standaid crrtus 

In addition lo sampling eiroi, the estimates pic- 
sented m this lepoi t arc siib)ect to nonsamplmg error, 
cluelly allectmgthe aceuiacy ol (ho distinction between 
victims and nonvictims. A major source ol nonsam- 
pling error IS related to the ability ol respondents to re- 
call whether or not they were victimized during the 12 
months prior to the time ol interview. Research on re- 
call indicates that (he ability to remember u criiiu* 
varies with the. time interval between \ictiim/atio)\and 
mtciview. the type ol ciimc. and. j)ciliaps, the scft^u) 
demographic characteristics of the respondent lakcn 
together, lecall problems nuiy result in an understate- 
ment of the "true" number of viclinu/ed persons and 
households.' as delined for the purpose of this report: 
Another soiiice ol nonsainpling error pcitainmg to 
victmu/ation cxpci icikt involves telescoping, oi biing- 
ing within the appropiiato 12-month leferencc peiiod 
victimi/ittidns that oOcuried before or after the close of 
aire period. 

Although the problems o( recall and telescoping 
probably weakened the differentiation between vic- 
tims and nonvictims. these would not lia Ve alYj^cted the 
data on personal attitudes or behavioi. Nevei lTT?teirs, 
such data may hav45i|fcen affected by nonsampling 
errors resulting from incomplete or erroneous re- 
sponses, systematic mistakes introduced by interview- 
ers, and improper coding and processing of data. 
Many ol these errors also would occur in a complete 
census. Quality control measures, such as interviewer 
obsejAlion and a reintci view program, as well as edit 
proecflures in the field and at thcclcrieal and computer 
processing stages, were utilized to keep such errors at 
an acceptably low level. As calculated lor this survey, 
the standard errois partially measure only those 
random nonsampling errors arising from response at^d 
interviewer errors; they do not, however, take into 
account any systematic biases in the data. 
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Kcgaidiiig the ichahihty ol ilatn. it should bv noted 
that cstnnatcs based on /no or on about 10 or lewei 
sample eases have been consuhMed uniehable Such 
estnuiites aie uloiudiednn lootnote^io the data tables 
y and wcic not used loi pui poses ol analysis m this 
report, hor San Diego, a minirnuiu weighletl estimate 
ol 500 was eonsideied statistically reliable, as was any 
percentage based on such a fignr^^ 

Compulation and application 
of the standard error 

l or survey cslimales iclevanl toeiiher the mtlividual 
or household respondents, standard errors displayed 
ou tables at the end of this appendix can be used lor 
gauging sampling variability I hese errors are approx- 
imations and suggest an order ol magnitude ol the 
standard error ratlu^^^ than the precise en or associated 
with any given estimate, lable^l contains slandaid 
error approximations applicable to inlor matron Irom 
individual respondents and lable II gives errors lor 
data derived from household respondents. l*6r per- 
centages not specifically hsted in the tables, linear 
interpolation must be used to approximate the stand- 
ard erioi 



tismg the foimiila dcseiibed pievioiisly. the standard 
error of the diHerence between 47.6 and IH 9 percent is 
o\pi(\sed as v(0>))* « [0 1)\ which equals appioxi 
inalcU I.I. I luis. ihe conlidencc mtci\al at one stand 
aid ciroi aiound the dilleience ol 28 7 would be Ironi 
27.6 to 29 H (2K 7 plus or minus I l)arid;^t two stand- 
ard errors from 26 5 to .M).9. Ihe ratio of a difference to 
its standard error defines a value that can be equated to 
a level ol significance. I or example, a ratio of about 
2 0 (Ol more) denotes lhat the dilleience is signilicant 
a! the 9S |UMCcnl conlidencc level (oi higher), a latio 
langing between about I 6 and 2 0 rndrcates that the 
dillercnce is significant at a confidence level between 
90 and 95 percent; and a ratio of less than about 1.6 
defines a level of confidence below 90 percent. In the 
above example, the ratio ol the difference (28.7) to the 
standaid error ( 1 . 1 ) is equal to 26. 1 , a figure well above 
the 2.0 minimum level ol conlidencc applied m this 
report. I bus, it was concluded that the difference 
between the two proportions was statistically signili- 
cant. For data gathered from household respondents, 
the signrlicance of differences bctween^^two sample 
estimates is tested by the same procedure, using stand- 
arti errors m lable II 
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lo illustrate the application of standar^ crrijrs in 
measur ing sampling vaiiability. l^Hta l able I in this re- 
port shows that 74,8 percent of all San Diego residents 
age 16 and over (539,(>00 persorvs) believed cr ime in the 
United States had increased. 1 wo way linear interpo- 
lation of data listed m Table I would yield a ?;tandard 
error of about (^5 percent. Consequently, chances are 
68 out of 100 that the estimated percentage of 74.8 
would be within 0.5 percentage points of the average 
rvsult from all possible samples, i.e.. the 68 percent 
conHdence interval associated with the estimate would 
be from 74.3 to 75.3. I urthermore, the chances are 95 
out of 100 that the estimated percentage would be 
roughly within one percentage point of the average lor 
all siimples; i.e., the 95 percent eonlidenee interval 
would be about 73.8 to 75.8 percent. Standard errors 
asNoelttcd with data from household respondents are 
calculated in the same manner, using Table II. 

In comparing two sample estimates, the standard 
error of the difference between the two figures is 
approximately equal ^o.the square root of the sum of 
the squares of. the stiind^ird errort^ of p.^ch estimate 
considered separately. As an example. Data Table 12 
shows that 47.6 percent of males and 18.9 percent of 
females felt very safe when out alone m the neighbor- 
hocxf at night, a difference of 28.7 percentage points. 
The standard error for Citch estimate, determined by 
interpolation, was about 0.9 (males) and 0.7 (females). 
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Table L Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 

(^n rhnrirf*:^ out Of im) 
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NOTE: Tlio jlAndard orrorfi in thla tablo ai'o aj^pUcablo lo Ija'ormalloii Jii Dnl o Toblofj l-lB auti <7-37. 



Table II. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 

(f>S c!innre3 out oI' !00) 
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Glossary 

Ag4i_ I he appi opi iale age caiegory is deiei mincd 
by each rcspdiident s age as of the h»st day of the month 
preceding the interview 

Annual lamlly Income— Inehides the nKome ol 
the household head ami all othei iclated poisons 
icsidiug in ihe same household unit. Coveis the 12 
months preceding (he interview and includes wages, 
salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions. 
Interest, dividends, rent, and any other form of 
monetary income. 1 lie income of persons unrelated to 
the head of the household is exchided 

Attault— An unlawful physical allaek. whether 
aggravated or simple, upon a person Includes 
attempted assault with or without a weapon. Fxctides 
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving 
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as 
robbery. 

Burglary — Unlawful or loicible entiy ol a resi- 
dence, usually, but not necessarily, attended by theit. 
Includes attempted forcible entry. 

Central city— The largest city of a standard metro- 
politan statistical area (SMSA). 

Community relations— Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police performance) and includes 
two response categories: 'Mq more courteous, improve 
altitude, community relations" and 'T)on't discrimi- 
nate/' 

Downtown shopping area— 1 he central shopping 
district of the city where the respondent lives. 

Evening entertainment— Refers {q entertainment 
available m public places, sucli as restaurants, theaters, 
bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, ice cream parlors, etc. 
Hxeludes club meetings, shopfSing. and social visits to 
' ^ the homes of relatives or acquaintances. 

General merchandise shopping— Refiovs to 
shopping for goods other than food, such as^clothing, 
furniture, housewares, etc. 

Head ol household— For classification purposes, 
only one individual per household can be the hea<J per- 
son. In husband-wife households, the husband arbi- 
trarily is considered to be the head. In other 
households, the head person is the individual so 
regarded by its members; generally, that person is the 
chief breadwinner. 
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Household— Consists of the occupants ol sepaialc 
living qnarters meeting eithei of the following criteria. 
(I) Persons, whether present or temporarily absent, 
whose usual place ol lesidciue is the housing unit in 
question, oi (2) IVisons staying m the luniMiig mm 
who have no usual place ol lesidcnee elscwlieic 

Household altitude questions— Items I through 
7 of l-ornrNCS 6. For households that consist of more 
than one member, the questions apply to the entire 
household. 

Household larceny-^ielt oi attempted thcit ol 
propeity oi cash liom a lesidence oi its immcili;itc 
vieinily 1 oicihle entry, attempted lorcible entry, of 
unlawful entry are not involved. 

Household resppndeni— A knowledgeable adult 
member of the household, most frequently the head of 
household or that person's spouse, l oi each house- 
hold, such a person answers the "household altitude 
questions." 

Individual altitude questions— I terns K through 
16 of Form NCS 6. tVhc questions apply to each 
person, not the entire household.^ 

Individual respondent— Each person, age 16 and 
over, including the household respondent, who partici- 
pates in The survey. All such persons answer the "indi- 
vidual questions " 

Local police— The police force in the city where the 
respondent lives at the time of the interview. 

Major lood shopping— Refers to shopping for the 
bulk of the household's groceries. 

Measured crimes— For the purpose of this report, 
the offenses are rape, personal robbery, assault, 
personal larceny, burglary, household larceny, and • 
motor vehicle theft, as determined by the victimization 
componetit of the survey. Includes both completed and 
attempted acts that occurred during the 12 months 
prior to thfc month of interview. 

Motor vehicle Ihelt— Stealing or unauthorized 
taking of a motor vehicle, including attempts at such 
acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles^ trucks, 
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles legally 
allowed on public roads and highways. 

Neighborhood— The general vicinity of the ^ 
respondent's dwellii^g. the boundaries of a neighbor- 
hood define an area with which the respondent identi- 
fies. ^ 

NonvlC<lm— See "Not victimized," below, - 

Not victimized— For the purpose of this report, 
persons not categorized as"victimi7ed"(see below)arG 
considered "not victimized." 

Olfender— The perpetrator of a crime. 
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Operalionjal practices — Kcicrs to ciucstion I4h 
(ways ol iiiipjiDViiig police perloi inaiive) and iiu'IikU s 
Idiii iespiMii,e ealegoiies *'(\>!Ue!U!:i!c ou iiiNvu^ 
mipDitaii! tfiilies, seiioiis cnnie. elc ' He nioie 
profnpt. !es|^i)nsive, alen**; "Need nu)ie irallu* ron 
liol"; and "f^eed more polieenien ol painculai lype 
(loot, car) it) eerlani areas o\ al ceiiain limes 

Paraonal I larceny — Ihcli oi aiienipied ihcli ol 
piopei ly 1)1 |asli, either wilh eontael (hiil \s ilhoul fou e 
or thieat i^lHoree) or wnlu^in iliieel eoniaei hetweeii 
\ ledni and plleiulei 

Personnel resources — Keleis id quesiion I4h 
(ways ol ii]fiproviiig police peiloi niaiice) and includes 
twoTCSpoijsc categories: ''Hire more policemen ' and 
"Improve t[raining, raise cpialilications or pay, recriiii- 
ment policies " 

f^ce — iX'tei mined hy the mterviewei upon i)bse!- 
vat ion. aiul '^iske^l only ahoiil pri sc)ns not lelaieil li^ the 
head oi hoii?ielu)ld who were noi pieseiu al ihe iiine ol 
interview l^ie racial calegoiie^ dislingiiished aic 
white, black, )|nd other. I he category ''other" consists 
mainly ol American Indians and/ or persons ol Asian 
ancestry. \ 

Rape — C'arn^il knowledge through the use ol loice 
or the threat ol\loiee, incliuhng alierripis S!.iluli)i\ 
rape (without loi'^e) is excluded. Includes both hclcio 
sexual and homosexual rape. 

Rate of victimization — Sec "Vict irm/a lion rate," 
below. 

Robbery — rhclt or attempted theft, directly lri)rn a 
person, ol property or cash hy lorce ov threat ol lorce, 
wrth Ol without a weapon. 

Series victimizations — I luce or more cnnnnal 
events 'similar, if not identical, in nature and incurred 
by a person un^^ible to identify separately the details of 
each act, or, in soriK cases, to recount aceiiiatcly the 
total number ol such acts. Ihe ternx is applicable to 
each of ihe crimes measured by ilie viciimi/aiion 
component of the <rtTifvcy. , 

Suburban oi^ neighborhood shopping areas— 
Shopping centers of districts either outside the city 
limits or in outlying areas of the city near the respond- 
ent s residence. 

Victim— See "Victimized," below. 

Victimization — A specific criminal act as it affects a 
single victim, whether a person or household. In 
criminal acts against persons, the number of vieiimi/a- 
tions is determined by the number of victims of such 
acts. Each criminal act against a household is assumed 
to involve a single victim, the affected household. 

Victimization rate— l-or crimes against persons, 
the victimization rate, a measure of occurienceaniong 
population groups at risk, is computed on the basis of 
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the number ol vicii^ni/alions pei 1,000 icsidcnt 
population age 12iyulo\ci I i)i ciiines againsr lu)use 
holds. \ii*!nni/aVion rarcs air calcMiLiicd on rlic h.isis ol 
ihc niiinhcr i)l \ u Irnn/al ions pci 1.000 houschokh 

Victimized — \o\ ihe puiposi* of this icptMi. 
persons are lega rdcd as "\ iclirni/eil ' il they meet eilhei 
ol \\\0 cnlCiia ( I ) I hey pci so^all) cxpci u iu cil one 
more ol the lollowing ci mnnal viclinn/aliDns during 
the 12 mi)nlhs |)rioi to the nu)nih i)l iiuci\ic\s rape. 
peisiMial lohherv. assault, oi personal laueiu Oi. 
(?) \hc\ A\c nu-nduMs ol ^ hoiisi liDhl th.ii cxpcnciurd 
one Ol nuMi' ol liu- lollo\Mn^.\ ci iininal xunnn/aliims 
dunng the same urnc liaine l)uigLii\, househoiil lai 
ceny, oi mi^loi \ehicle ihcll 
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2 For thnt purpose, tho report - I 1 Mot most of my noods I iMot some of my noods I 1 Mot none ol my needs 



3. How will this report be uselul to you? 

□ Pat. source 

I ] Teaching material 

n R«f«r«n6o for nrticU or report 

D Gtntral information 

O CriminBl justice program plAnning 



ID Other iplomc specify). 



[.] Will lyoi be useful to me (pftUfSO OxpfJiin) , 



4. Which parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand or use? How c6uld they be improved? ^ 



5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or table notes that are not clear or terms that need to be defined? 
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6. Are there waytlhii report could be improved that you have not mentioned? 



7. Please suggest other topics you would like to see addressed in future ar\alytic reports using National Crim^ 
Survey victimization and/or attitude data. 



8. In what cabjbpity did you use this report? 

□ ReMilr<^ . 
^ P Edii^tor 

□ Student * 

O Criminal {ustioi^ a^^enoy employee 
O. Qovernment other tl^en criminal justice - Specify. 
^ □ Other - S^ify —l- ««z i 
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9. If you uied thli report m a ^>ov«rnmonthl employe©, ple««« Indicate the level of government 

c 

□ 5,,,^ +s , - I J Oth.r Sffmr/fy > 

n Countv • . • 



10. If ymt used thh report as a criminal jiutice agency employee, please Indicate the sector in which you work. 



L) I aw •nforc«m«nt (polic*) 
U L»oal i«rvic«i and |Moi«cutioii 
n Publk or private dtfenM Mrvic«i 
□ Count or court adminiftration 
( J Probation 



I 1 Coriactioni 
□ Paioln 

O Criminal |iistic« planning aotncy 

n Other criminal jiistica agency - Specify type ' 



11, If you used thii report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate tt^e type of position you hold. ^ 

Mark all that apply. 

G A|»«ncy or inititution administrator □ Program or projact man«0*r \ " . ^ 

O General prooram ptann#r/avaluator/aniilyst CI Statistician . 
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D Operatibns or manao^mant planner /•valuator/analyst — _ ■ 



12- Additional comipents * 




NCJ 46245 
SD -NCS -C-30 



OPTIONAL 



\ 



Number tnd tUMl 



CMy 



\ 



Ttttphon« 

\ < ) 



ZIP C 



\ 




(Fold h«r«) 



U S. DEPARTTWENT OF JUSTICE 

Law Entorc«m«nl Assislsnc* Administrslion 

Washington. D C 20531 



POSTAGE AND FEES PAID 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JUS-436 



US.MAtL 



'/ 



Director, Statittict Division 

National Criminal Justica Information and Statistics Sarvica 
Law Enforcamant Asslstanca Administration 
U.S. D#partmant of Justica 
Washington, D C. 2Q531 



* 




ll (Fold h«r«) 






♦ 







NCJ-4G24& ^ 



MCJW^-REGISTRATION 

The National rn.ninal Justice Rcfconcc Service (Nc:J KS) ..bMUKis documcnis ..ul.hshed u, ''-■;;;';;';;;;'/''^';;".;|^^^^^^ 
who arc registered wit), tho Rc.cc.kc Sc.via- u-ccivc uu.u,u>KC.>.cnts ol .locu.no.Us .n tlul. stat.-.l HcUls ul .nun s a. I • K . 
SL fo, tL copies of ! r.AA u.ul NCMSS publications It ym. .rc not tcKistcod with lho Kctacucc ScrvKc. ...ul w.sh to K. 
ploasc pTOvWo yom n.unc nnd mailixis address below and cljgsJ. tin; npi>ropriate box. 



Number and n\r—t 



Totophono 

( ) 



CMy 



Stat« 



ZIP Code 



(FV)W here) 



I Plea»e tend me a 

NCJnSreglttrntlofi 

form 

! I ;>leafte tend me the 
repoilft lUted 
below. 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Law Enforcement A»eUtar>ce Adminietratlon 

Waehlngton. D C 20531 



POSTAGE AND FfeES PAID 
U S DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JUS-43e 




User Services Department 2 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

U,S, Department pf Jtistice \ 

Box 6000 ^ 

Rockville, Maryland 20850 



(Fold here) 



If you wish to receive copies of any ol (he National Ciiniiiial Juslice liitorination aiul Statistics 
Service reports listed inside Ahc front cover, please list thcni below ajul hicliicle your nana' and ad- 
dress in the spftle provided "Aove, 




70 



National Criminal Jutlica Information 
and Statlttlct Service Raportt 

•k>ol« cof)4«t art avaMabU at no chaiga Ifom tht Nanonal Criminal 
Jualica Ra(#f#nc« S«rv»ca. Bom 9000. RockvllU. Md 20«ftO Mulllpl* 
oopi— am lor aala by tt>a tuparlnlarHtanl pi Documanla. U.9. 
Oovammani iMnHng Oft<ca. WaaMnglon. D.C. 70407. 

National Crlm« Survey of^kllmUallon: 

CHmlnal VIcHmliatkm In tha Uhltad tialaa (nniitinl) 

Siirnmnry ^'indirigft of 197 7 70 Chn(ig«8 in Ciinio rtiul of Trofuls 

Since ;973 NC J 61308 
A L)«»(;iiplion of Iiiuuls from ly/J lo lU// Nl J SDI3l>n 

19/; (final lopo(i) Ni:j sa7:>% 
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1074, 
1973. 



NCJ 49f)4J 
NCJ 44693 
NCJ 39467 
NCJ 34 732 



Tha CoaJ ol Nagllganca: Losses front Pr<jvoniol)l(i HousofiolO 

Oufglanea. NCJ-53527 
tnllmaU Vkrllrm: A Slutly of Violor^co Among f nonds And 

Rolntivos NCJ 62319 
Criminal VIcHmliallon Siirvaya In 

Boalon. NCJ 34010 



Buffalo. NCJ 34020 
CInclnnall.VjCJ 34819 
Moiiaton. NCJ 34B21 
Miami. NCJ 34822 
IMHwaukfa. NCJ 34623 
Mlnnaapolla^ NCJ 34824 



Naw Orlaana. NCJ .1402S 

OaMand. NCJ 34026 
Pinaburgfi. NCJ 34027 
San Olago. NCJ 34020 
San Franclaco. NCJ 34829 
Watfilngton/D C. NCJ 34830 
(final roporl. 13 vOlS ) ' 



Criminal VIcMmlxallon Survaya In 13 Amarlcan Clllaa {sumniary 

fopoft. 1 vol ) NCJ 1847! 
Public AtlMudaa About Crima. 

Boalcm. NCJ 4623^ 

Buffalo. NCJ 46230 

Cincinnati. NCJ 46237 

Houaton. NCJ-46230 

Miami. NCJ 46239 

Mllwaukaa. NCJ -46240 

Mlnnaa|K>lla. NCJ>^6241 
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Naw Orlaana. NCJ 4G242 
OaMand. NCJ 46243 
PHIaburgfi. NCJ 46244 
San DIago. NCJ 4624^) 
San Franclaco. Ni^J 46246 
Waahlngton. D C Nt::K46247 
(final roporl. l3 vols ) # 

Criminal Victimization Survaya In Chicago. Dalroit. Loa Angalaa. 

Naw Yorh. and PttlladalfV^la: A Comparison of i972 find i974 
Findings NCJ -36360 
Criminal Victimization Survaya In Eight Amarlcan CItlaa: 

A Conipnnson of 1971/72 Brid l974/7i Findings Nationnl 
CnniO SuivoyjJ in AllanlB Dftltimoriv CltwoUind DaMtis f^nnvo/ 
NowarK. Portland, and 5f Louis. NCJ -3636 1 
Crimaa and VIctlma: A R6|H)rt on iho Dayton San Jose Priot 
Survey ol Viclimizaiion. NCJ-0l33l4 * 

AppticBllona of lha NBllonaf Crime Surrey VIctlmlzBllon 
and Allllud« DbIb: a 

Public Opinion About CrIma: Tho Altiludos Of Vichms and Non 

victims u\ Solocied Cities. NCJ -4 1336 
Local Victim Survaya: A Roview of tho Issuou InCJ 39973 
Tha Pdlca MHl Public Oplnlofi: An Analysis^l Victimt/ahon and 

Attitude Dala from 13 AniOncan CrIiOS. W<5j 420l0 
An Introdyatlofi to tha National CrIma 9<jrvay. NCJ-43/32 
Companaiting VIctlma of VIolant CrIma: Potential Costs and 

CovGragToT a National Program. NCJ-43387 
Crima Agair>at Partpna In Urban, Suburban, and Rural Araaa: 
■ A Comparalivo Analysis ol Victimization Rates. NCJ-53551 , 
Rap« VIcHmliatlon In 36 Amarlcan CIHaa. NCJ 'jS678 
criminal Victimization In Urban Schools. NCJ 
\ 

National f^aonar^Statlatlca: 
Capital PtHilahmant (annual) 

,1979. NCJ-59897 
PiiiBnafa It} tiata arul Fadaral Inatitutlona (annual) 

DecomboV 31. 1978. advanoa report. NCJ'58324 

i^acember 31. 1977 (final report). NCJ-5^701 
C^k^Miua of ttata Corracttonal FacHltlaa. i97/4 advance report. 

NCJ-2f642 / 
^ofHai ttata Priaon Inmataa: Sociodomographic Findings frofn 
• ^ttwfl974 Survey ol InrH^tes of State Correctional Facilihos. 

NOJ-68267 

CaiMua of Priaortara In Stata Cof factional FaoHlflaa, 1973» 

. , NCJ-34729 

Cafiav* of Jalla aful Survay of Jail Inmataa, 197a, preliminary 

report, NCJ-55172 
Ttia Natkm'a Mia: A report on the census of |ails frortHtve 1972 

SMfVey of Inmntes of Local Jails. NCJ-19067 
turvay of Iftfiiataa ol l^al JaHa, ia72, advance report. N0J-Y3313, 
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Uniform Parole Raporta: 
Parola In tha Unltad Stat«a i07n NCJ f»ft722 

iinO lU/; Nl.J 4V/()/» 

Chlldran In Ciiatody 

Jiivenilo t>elorMu>n mul i oMO(iii)niit t nc ihiy 
19// ndviuu n lopott 

Consiis of Pul>Ji(r Juvonilo f acililioti NCJ 60967 
Consul of P»ivklo Juvonilo F nt ihtioo. NCJ C096tf 
1971) {finrti roporl). >^CJ 50130 
1074. NCJ-67046 
ion. NCJ 44/77 V* 
, lt)/l. NCJ 13403 
My\ha and Raailtlaa About Crinia A N(>nio( hnii ui in o8oniaiii>n ot 
S ilOi lod Ir^fui Mwlhon ffoin \\yo Niilional riij^>iuu SIoIisIh s 
P ngmni nrul Ihii Nniiotiflt Cumn S^nvoy N( J 4{>.M<) 

^aU CQurt Modal StatUtlcai Dictionary. NCJ G2J20 

atfta Court CaaaN>ad ^tatlatloa: 

Tho State of the Art NCJ 46934 

Annual Hoporl 1975. NCJ-SlBU:? " ^ 

Annum noport 1976 NCJ 561)99 

A Croaa Clty Comparlaon of Falony Caa« Procaaalng. NCJ C>'>1/1 

National Survay of Court Orgeniiatlon: 

ly// SupplOfiMwU lo t»l«t« JuOiLial Sysioni^. NCJ 'UK)2*.' 
1975 Supplomon! to SUWO Judicial Sysloms NCJ 29433 
1071 How roporl) NCJ 1 1427 

Stata and Local Probation and Parola ^yatama. NCJ 41335 

Stata and Local f^oaacutlon and Civil kAomay Syatama. NCj ^1334 

Tranda In Expandltura and Employmant Data lor tha Criminal 

Juatica Syatam. 1971-77 (anngoi). NCJ-574(>3 
Expanditura and Employmant Data lor tha Criminal Juatica Syatam 

(nnnuiil) 

19/0 atJvtim r lopofl Nl J 6 ^ -^^B 
1977 final roporl. NCJ-5320(i 

Criminal Juatica Aganclaa In Raglona i-IO (lO vols t)y bOiIo) 
NCJ- 1 7930 30 15151 

Dictionary ol Criminal Juatica Data Tarmlnology: Terms and 
Oofinilions Proposed foi Intorstnle and Nnlional Duta Collection 
nnrt Fx{ hnngo. NCJ 36747 

Program f>1an for Statlatlca. 1977-01. NCJ 37H1 1 

Utilization of Criminal Juatlce Statlatlca Project: 
Sourcfbooli ol Criminal Juatica Statlatlca 1978 (unnuai) 

NCJ 53207 ■> ^ 

Public Opinion Ragarding CrIma. Cnnunal Justice. an() Rolnled 

Topics, NCJ-17419 
Naw DIractlona In Procaaalng ol Juvanlla Olfandara: The Denver 

Model NCJ 1 7420 
WftO Qttta Datalnad? An Empirical Analysis of the Pro Ad)udica(ory 
g Detention of Juveniles I'l Oonvef. NCj- 17417 
Juvanlla DIapoaltlona: Social and loyaJ h actors Related to trte 

processing of Denvqr Deiinquoncy Cases. NCJ-l74rB 
Oflendar-Baaad TrifAaactlon Statlatlca: New Dir^^bUons m Data 

cVlieclion and Reporting. NCJ-29645 
SantV^Ing of California f^alony Offendera. NCJ-2d64G 
Tha Ju8k;lal Procaj«lhg of Aaaault and BurtjlerV Offi^ndara in 

SelGCtCTJ Caiilornia Counties. NCJ-29644 ' 
Pra-Adjudlbatory Detention In Three Juvanl^ Courta. NCJ-34730 
Dallnquancy DIapoaltlona: An Empirical Analysis of Processing 

Decision; in Three Juverulo Courts. NCJ-34734 
Tf>a Pattarna and DIatrlbutlOn ol Aaaault Incldant Charactarlatica 

Among 'Social Areas. NCJ-40025 
Patterr^ ol Robbery Charactarlatica and Itieir Occurrence Among 

Scj^iai Areas. NCJ-40026 " j 

Crlrila-SfMciflc Ahalyala: 

Tho Characteristics of Q^urglary Iricidents. NCJ 42093 

An Empirical Examination of Burglary Offender Characteristics. 
NCJ>43131 

An Empirical Examination of Burglary Offenders an4i^Offe/150 
Characlenstics. NCJ-4247G 
Sourcaa of National Criminal Juatica Statlatlca: An Annotated 

Bibliography. NCJ'45006 
Fadaral Criminal Santancing: Perspoctivos of Analysis and a/^^"*^ 

Design for Research. NCJ -33683 ' 
Varlatlona In Paderal Crlrnlnal Sentancaa: A Statistical Assessment 

at the National Level. NCJ-33684 j/ 
Federal 9entanclr>g Pattarni: A Study of Geographical Variations. 

NCJ>336e5 

Pradlcting Sentancaa In Federal Courta: Tho Feasibility of a 
National Sentencing Pbiicy. NCJ-336e6 
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